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Foreword
Although Finland is considered to be one of the countries with a centralised decision-making sys-tem for education, the individual characteristics, 
specific to each university of applied sciences, must be iden-
tified. Universities of applied sciences have a great deal of 
autonomy in determining the content and provision of edu-
cation as well as co-operating with working life. The running 
theme throughout the entire establishment of the universi-
ty of applied sciences institution was working-life orienta-
tion and close co-operation with the workplace, which is 
common to all universities of applied sciences. The indivi-
dual developmental characteristics of universities of app-
lied sciences are informed both by their geographical area 
and educational fields and the educational institutions from 
which they were formed through consolidation.  In a univer-
sity of applied sciences context, a specific trait of Laurea can 
be found in its pedagogical action model, which combines 
the three main tasks of a university of applied sciences, i.e. 
education, research and development and regional develop-
ment. Learning by Developing (LbD) does not only integrate 
the main tasks of a university of applied sciences it places 
students at the centre of working life co-operation and all 
university operations. LbD was a strategic choice for Laurea 
that has provided considerable support for the development 
of a multidisciplinary university of applied sciences. This is 
the reason that the LbD process was also chosen to be a uni-
versity of applied sciences core process. 
Implementation of the common university of applied scien-
ces pedagogical action model - Learning by Developing- can 
be described as a successful solution. Over a ten-year period, 
Laurea has been nominated five times by the Finnish Hig-
her Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC) as a Centre 
of Excellence in regional development and Centre of Excel-
lence in education. The reason for these distinctions is Lau-
rea’s proprietary and evolving university of applied sciences 
pedagogical application, LbD, which is still being ambi-
tiously developed. When students are placed at the centre 
of workplace co-operation under LbD, networks with the 
surrounding workplace and business sector are established 
during studies, thus promoting their eventual employment. 
The percentage of graduates from Finnish universities of 
applied sciences gainfully employed in the workforce has 
been the highest at Laurea for several years.  As a pedagogi-
cal action model, LbD has also supported the development of 
R&D and innovation as well as regional development toget-
her with businesses and organisations, thus strengthening 
Laurea’s role as a joint Uusimaa university of applied scien-
ces that serves the entire Greater Helsinki metropolitan area.
The development of university of applied sciences pedagogy 
is a key common goal and, for us here at Laurea, a point of 
pride, which we want to promote together for the good of 
students, at both the national and international levels. 
Wishing all success in our co-operative endeavours,
 
Laurea University of Applied Sciences
Jouni Koski
President
Learning by Developing Action Model 7
Introduction
The idea of the present book is to introduce the Lear-ning by Developing (LbD) action model and its ongoing development at Laurea University of App-
lied Sciences (UAS) in different phases, since the year 2003, 
when the UAS Law (Finnish Law, Act 351/2003) was given. 
The three tasks, given by the law, were seen to imply the need 
to reconcile research and development, regional develop-
ment and pedagogy as an integrated whole.  
Before that, the holistic model of professional competence 
in the form of the integration of the components (knowing, 
understanding, doing and situation management), as well 
as the integration of different types of knowledge (knowled-
ge in theories and models, embedded in skills and abilities, 
moral knowledge and experiential knowledge) (Raij 2000; 
2003) gave the basis for Laurea’s first pedagogical strategy 
(Laurea 2002). (Figure 1.) The holistic competence model 
was meant to direct building learning environments, where 
all the types of knowledge are to be found for enhancing the 
development of professional ways of action, which are seen 










in skills and abilities
Figure 1. the holistic model of professional competence
The three different phases leading to the recognition of lear-
ning by developing were described in the first LbD research 
report (Raij 2007) as 1) the project based instruction - pha-
se, 2) the integrative environments development - phase (c.f. 
Fränti & Pirinen 2005) and 3) the recognition of the charac-
teristics and stages of LbD - phase (Raij 2007), which led to 
identifying a pragmatic learning concept as a basis of LbD. 
 The development chains of learning theories, in the eighties 
and the nineties, open different approaches to look at lear-
ning: how it used to be compared to how it is now, and we 
used to learn compared to how we do it today.  Learning in 
behaviourism is seen as the acquisition of new behaviour 
through conditioning, in which rewards and reinforcements 
have an important role (Skinner 1954). In cognitivism, lear-
ning is assumed to be basically an information processing 
process, addressing the distinction between surface and 
deep approaches (e.g. Marton and Säljö 1976).  Humanism 
emphasises self-directed learning, in which a learning 
goal is to become self-actualised with intrinsic motivation 
towards accomplishment (e.g. Patterson 1976).  In construc-
tionism (e.g. Phillips 1995), the emphasis is on a learner’s 
own knowledge construction and the active role of a learner; 
whereas in social constructionism, the importance of social 
interaction and the sociocultural context of learning are 
emphasised as they are in the activity theory (Vygotsky 1978; 
Engeström 1978).  In pragmatism (e.g. Dewey (1929), acting 
together, leading to the development of new ways of action, 
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as well as the meaning of an interaction between an indivi-
dual and an environment, are emphasised. 
LbD emphasises acting together in projects, which are con-
nected to real–life situations. The resulting outcomes are 
individual learning, community learning and produced 
innovations. Learning is seen as a tool for enabling the 
achievements of new competences needed in working life. 
Students learn by participating in authentic projects that 
requires the integration of different types of knowledge, as 
well as the different component of learning in a professional 
context. 
LbD became Laurea’s trademark and strategic value based 
on success and achievements with applying the model. 
The measures used consist of the following: the high rates 
of employment, annual start-ups, positive national and 
international evaluations and rewards, increasing external 
research and development funding, successful research and 
development projects, as well as international research and 
development networks. They are present in several articles 
of the book. 
LbD has challenged the Laurea staff to renew processes and 
structures, create new environments, and build competen-
ce – based curricula and networks among others.  This book 
is about the LbD development. The idea of the book origina-
ted from the observation that the ’LbD - buzz’ at Laurea had 
abated, which gave a signal that, maybe, LbD had become 
self-evident and the development focus had disappeared. 
The invitation to writing the LbD articles was sent to Lau-
rea people and to some ’LbD experts’, who had already left 
Laurea. This book is the collection of different, independent 
peer–review articles that consider LbD from different pers-
pectives. They all share the LbD similarities but offer diffe-
rent approaches and open new challenges to look at the deve-
lopment of the model and its use. The first article in the book 
is collateral publication based on the given permissions from 
the original publisher. It was selected to this book as the int-
roduction of the LbD action model and its basis.  
Katariina Raij’s ’Learning by Developing in Higher Educa-
tion’ was originally published in the journal of Education 
Sciences in 2013, based on the request of the  Faculty of Edu-
cation and Psychology  at  ELTE University.  It gives a holis-
tic picture of how LbD was developed as an action model. 
The article introduces the LbD action model as a compe-
tence-oriented model that integrates competence-produ-
cing learning and an innovative research and development 
project.    
Outi Kallioinen’s article ‘Producing Mode 2 knowledge in 
the LbD action model processes’ reflects on the principles 
and the production of Mode 2 knowledge in the LbD action 
model. Her theoretical examination focuses on scientific 
publications related to Mode 2 knowledge, as well as the 
pedagogical foundations of LbD, referring to the above-men-
tioned articles (Raij 2013; Taatila et Raij 2012). The article con-
siders all five principles of Mode 2 knowledge production 
to be demonstrated in LbD but emphasises that it does not 
allow the overall generalisations on the links between Mode 
2 knowledge production and the LbD processes. The article is 
meant to give an interesting perspective on the Mode 2 pro-
duction knowledge in LbD.  
Pentti Rauhala’s article ’Leadership in Learning by Deve-
loping’ aims to ascertain the validation of the theories of 
management and leadership in higher education in the peda-
gogical activities of  LbD.  This article is based on a meta-ana-
lysis of empirical research and participating observations. It 
shows how the leadership of LbD has developed at Laurea 
and become more process oriented.  The article concludes 
that the leadership of LbD used to be strong in strategic mat-
ters, but the communicative element  has  been too weak, 
especially in the former years of the LbD´s implementati-
on.  However, the development has proceeded  more towards 
transformational leadership. 
Vesa Taatila continues a philosophical discussion in his 
article ’Some experience-based considerations on the LbD 
action model’. He challenges constant debate concerning 
the basic foundations of the model. The article deals with 
the LbD model and its use from the perspectives of students, 
teachers, partners, administrators and society.  It concludes 
that though LbD has its benefits, it still needs more scien-
tific research and recommends focusing on making compa-
risons on the efficiency between LbD and other pedagogical 
models. 
Jouni Koski’s and Seija Mahlamäki-Kultanen’s article 
’Real-world pedagocial approach to the career planning of 
students at universities of applied sciences and support for 
professional identity’  deals with the curriculum  and career 
planning. The article considers the challenge given by chan-
ges taking place in the world of professions. Existing  pro-
fessional classification does not seem to adequately describe 
modern expert professions, which challenges career gui-
dance at universities of applied sciences. The article conclu-
des that LbD as a real-work pedagogical approach seems to 
offer  an interesting answer for university of applied sciences 
pedagogy. 
The article by Outi Ahonen, Tarja Meristö, Liisa Ranta 
and Hanna Tuohimaa, ’Project as a patchwork quilt - from 
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study units to regional development’, gives an example of 
how  to implement LbD in a working-life-related project 
work. It describes the Pumppu project as a learning envi-
ronment, in which the focus is on developing the well-being 
services of the western Uusimaa region and improving the 
well-being of the region and its residents.  The article con-
cludes that by using students’ assigments as the patches, as 
well as the project coordination as the thread, sewing the 
patches together to form a quilt, the well-being services can 
be  designed for the region  based on the needs of residents 
and actors in the region. 
The article ´Experiencing within a development project for 
substance abuse rehabilitation’ by Teemu Rantanen, Eeva 
Soikkeli and Elska Kolu, gives an example of how LbD is 
used in an authentic, practice-oriented research and deve-
lopment project. The focus is on the concept of experiencing 
that is identified as one of the characteristics of LbD.  The 
article compares students’ and teachers’ ways of experience, 
being based on two diary-like texts. It identifies a wide varie-
ty of experiences related to the project’s activities, which 
are seen to support learning in many ways, but teacher and 
student experiences are similar to each other. The article 
concludes that the project activities offer a good opportuni-
ty for personal learning for all the participants.
Katariina Raij’s article ’ Entrepreneurship education in the 
LbD action model – review’, inspired by the Young Entrepre-
neurship - Developing in Action (YEDAC) project, considers 
how the LbD action model fits entrepreneurship education 
and how entrepreneurship education could be developed by 
applying LbD. The article considers the concept of entrepre-
neurship from a wider perspective, and ends up defining it 
as a mind-set and a process related to active citizenship.  It 
describes the LbD core entities by introducing the entrepre-
neurial didactic triangle in the LbD model and concludes to 
present the process model, as well as the didactic model for 
entrepreneurship education. 
All the articles were reviewed by two independent reviewers 
for quality, and clarity of the research presented in them. 
Warm thanks go to the authors and the reviewers for their 
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Abstract
This article describes the Learning by Developing (LbD) action model developed to meet the future challenges. It takes into 
account the new role of higher education institutes in a world where changes are continuous and to day’s truth is not compe-
tent to morrow. The article discusses the new ways of ‘teaching’ by inviting to move from a knower’s world to an  competent 
actor’s world.  It further attempts to rediscover a pragmatic learning theory as a basis for the development of higher education. 
The article describes  the development of LbD by following the changes in the nature of  higher education guided by the expec-
tations  of the surrounding world.  It begins  with  a competence – oriented approach and concludes by intruducing the LbD 
action model that  integrates competence – producing learning and an innovative research and development project. 
Key words: competence, pragmatic learning concept, Learning by Developing
Introduction
In Finland the dual model of higher education consists of 
two complementary systems, which are academically orien-
ted universities (16) and professionally oriented universities 
of applied sciences (UAS) (25).  Both of them are connected 
to one another via the Bologna process as well as several aca-
demic disciplines. Though some of their tasks are similar, 
they have different focus areas and, because of their roles, 
also differences in their tasks. The mission of the universi-
ties is to develop science by conducting scientific research, 
to provide education based on research and to educate stu-
dents to serve their country and humanity.  When the Fin-
nish Universities Act was renewed the mission of universi-
ties with respect to the third task was widened. Universities 
are expected to interact with the surrounding society and to 
strengthen the impact of their research findings and artistic 
activities on society. They should work in cooperation with 
the surrounding society and promote the social impact of 
their research findings. (Finnish Law, Act 558/ 2009.)  The 
UAS  Act (Finnish Law, Act 351/ 2003) obliges universities 
of applied sciences to provide research based education, 
to support students’ professional growth   and to conduct 
research and development work that  supports instruction 
and promotes regional development in particular. They are 
multi-field regional institutes, which focus on contacts with 
working life and regional development. In spite of the diffe-
rences between the universities and universities of applied 
sciences, both of them are expected to have an impact on 
society. They are obliged to be a part of society and to educa-
te students either to serve their country or to promote regio-
nal development. The global viewpoints underpinning these 
changes also challenge higher education.
We can claim that HE institutes have a role  in supporting 
the development of a sustainable and innovative internal 
market that will foster competition and support investment, 
growth and jobs in Europe as stipulated in article 29 of the EC 
Treaty. The Lisbon Strategy highlights knowledge accumu-
lated through investment in research and innovation to be 
a key driver of long-term growth, which is reaffirmed in the 
publication ‘Common Actions for Growth and Employment’ 
(COM/2005/330).  The question is how to respond to the given 
challenges.
1
1 in addition since 2009 (564/ 2009) universities of applied sciences  are  responsible for enhancing life long learning.
this article was originally published in ”Journal of education Sciences”, issue ii, 6-21. eötvös Loránd University, Faculty of education 
and psychology.
*
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The expectations address new ways of doing research and 
development work and of applying research to real-life situa-
tions. Some HE institutes have discovered and developed 
new ways of action by integrating pedagogy, research and 
development, and regional development and have realized 
that by acting together with and for users they can be increa-
singly effective in producing welfare, new competences, and 
economical and sustainable growth.
Laurea University of Applied Sciences, the fourth largest 
UAS in Finland, has defined that it has selected a pragmatic 
philosophy of education as the basis of its pedagogic stra-
tegy. The philosophy has been implemented in the form of 
the Learning-by-Developing (LbD) action model (Laurea’s 
pedagogical strategy 2007).  This article describes the prin-
ciples of the LbD model, which is identified as a compe-
tence oriented action model based on a pragmatic learning 
concept. 
Competence as new expectations in higher 
education
The concept of competence became an essential topic of dis-
cussion in higher education particularly after the European 
Qualification Framework (EQF) (European Commission 
2008) was launched to be applied in the various EU countries. 
How do we understand competence in higher education?  In 
a business context, the concept has been used as parallel to 
the concept of knowledge, which embraces factual knowled-
ge, skill, experience, value judgements and social networks. 
It refers to a capacity to act in a situation. (Sveiby 1997.) 
Rychen & Salganik (2000), in turn, argue that competence as 
a concept means more than knowledge and skills. According 
to them, we can identify cognitive, ethical, motivational, 
societal and functional competencies. 
We can look at the concept of future expertise by following 
the analysis of competence in use carried out by Ellström. 
According to him, an individual’s competence level is for-
med of school education and the competences demanded by 
working life as well as formal exams and formal qualifica-
tion requirements. Competence in use is related to an indivi-
dual’s actual  competence, formal competence as well as  the 
competence required by a job and  an officially demanded 
competence. Ellstöm also emphasizes that a dynamic view 
point would take into account changing working life requi-
rements.(Ellström 1998.)
According to Hodkinson and Issit (1995), a more  holistic 
approach  was needed, especially in the caring professions, 
and they describe the concept of competence by integrating 
knowledge, understanding, values and skills.  In line with 
their thinking, Cheetham and Chivers (1996) developed a 
holistic model of professional competence  as a framework 
that comprises five dimensons. They are cognitive compe-
tence, functional competence, personal competence, ethical 
competences and meta-competences. 
Based on my earlier studies (Raij 2000), a holistic model of 
professional competence was identified as an integration of 
knowing, understanding, and acting and situation manage-
ment.   In terms of the various types of knowledge, the model 
is seen as an integrated whole that combines 1) knowledge 
written in theories and models, 2) knowledge embedded 
in skills and abilities, 3) moral knowledge and 4) experien-
tial knowledge ( gathered by acting and experiencing). The 
model shares some similarities with Bereiter & Scardamalia 
(1993), Tynjälä & Nuutinen (1997, 184 – 185), Bereiter (2004), 
and Tynjälä (2008, 124 – 127), who use expressions such as 
formal, theoretical knowledge, practical knowledge, expe-
riential knowledge and self-regulation knowledge. Raij’s 
model, however, represents an action based approach. The 
above-mentioned findings challenged a new kind of lear-
ning environment and new working methods so that all the 
components within the various types of knowledge could be 
achieved.  
In working life, you are expected, as a professional, to mana-
ge changing and unexpected situations, which mean that 
you have to know, understand what you know and be able 
to act, in order to find new kinds of solutions. Additionally, 
it was discovered that students perceive their future work, 
as a learning object, differently. In other words, they posses 
various  orientations, which were identified based on dif-
ferent ways of action during their proceeding studies, and 
named as modellers, technicians, empathizers and inves-
tigators. They, in turn, include different ways of learning 
(compare meta-competences and personal competence). The 
holistic model of competence was constructed based on the 
components with their types of knowledge, and on the orien-
tations to perceive a future work. (Raij 2000.)
In 2005 Delamare Le Deist and Winterton compared the 
approaches used in five different countries when defining 
competence. Based on their findings, they argue that a holis-
tic typology is useful in understanding the combination of 
knowledge, skills and social competences that are required 
in particular occupations. They present a typology of compe-
tence, in which knowledge and understanding are captured 
by cognitive competence, skills are captured by functional 
competence and behavioural and attitudinal competences 
are captured by social competence. Additionally they descri-
be meta-competence as being concerned with facilitating 
the acquisition of the other substantive competences.
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In the European Qualification Framework (EQF) (Euro-
pean Commission 2008) , learning outcomes are described 
as know ledge, skills and competence. Knowledge refers to 
field-specific facts, concepts and theories; while understan-
ding has not been specifically mentioned, it can be identified 
in the descriptions of the various learning outcomes. Skills 
refer to the ability to apply knowledge and to knowing how 
to do. It covers both the abilities to think in a logical, intuiti-
ve and creative way and the capability to use methods, mate-
rials and tools. 
The EQF defines competence as the ability to use both know-
ledge and skills as well as personal, social and methodologi-
cal skills and abilities in different working life or learning 
situations. It furthermore includes social skills as being able 
to follow instructions at lower levels and being able to act 
independently, as well as possessing leadership and manage-
ment skills at higher levels.  
The division used to describe learning outcomes is confu-
sing as such, but the content descriptions can be dealt with 
as material for finding a model that is parallel to the holistic 
model of competence. 
In conclusion, all the definitions of competence emphasize 
the meaning of knowledge, but this is not enough as such. 
Having the skills and abilities to apply knowledge and act 
and manage situations in an ever changing world of work are 
of crucial importance. Higher education institutes are part 
of a society, and the demands (c.f. the Bologna Declaration 
1999) to impact on a society are increasing. 
Competence oriented Learning by 
Developing action model 
Starting points for a pragmatic learning concept
We can ask what should be the philosophical foundation in 
higher education  if the demand to  interact with  the sur-
rounding society is taken seriously.  From a practice-oriented 
perspective, the question may seem uninteresting; however, 
as Ardalan (2008) has shown, the differences in educational 
philosophies lead into major differences in educational prac-
tices in higher education. Both pedagogical methodologies 
and the course goals and contents are affected by differences 
in basic philosophical assumptions. Whether a lecturer sees 
her task mainly as providing students with the latest facts of 
the world or as guiding and facilitating their growth as indi-
viduals in the ever changing world is not a question that can 
be neglected. (c.f.Taatila & Raij 2012, 831–844.)
The above described concept of competence as a holistic 
model constitutes an action oriented approach. It strong-
ly emphasizes having the ability to do something, of being 
prepared  to engage  with  an ever changing world. The 
philosophy of science that is defined as action-oriented is 
pragmatism ((Dewey 1929; James 1907; Peirce 1992; 1998). It 
studies the link between action and truth, practice and theo-
ry. Based on Dewey’s (1931, 31) definition pragmatism is ’the 
doctrine that reality possesses practical character’. As prag-
matists say people, at root, are practical beings. The world 
is seen as a set of practical actions that are born from thin-
king. There is no dualism between thinking and doing; they 
are two sides of the same coin. Action requires thinking, and 
‘thinking is a mental activity: it is a doing’ (Peters 2007, 356). 
Based on Peirce’s view, truth is what comes at the end of an 
inquiry. An inquiry, in turn, begins when a person does not 
believe in his or her internal view and struggles to acqui-
re a new belief.  James emphasizes the connection between 
discovered truth and known facts, the interpretation must 
agree with the known facts. (Haack 1976, 232-234.) In prag-
matism beliefs are more important than truth and ’the ulti-
mate test of a belief is the willingness to act on it’ (Fendt, 
Kaminska-Labbé & Sachs 2008). The most relevant is acting 
on the truth that leads to the conclusion that the foundation 
of human knowledge is based on the interactions between 
human beings and their environment. Practical experimen-
tation and intervention are seen as an essential part of stu-
dying human practices. (Miettinen 2006, 391-400.)
When we consider the meaning of learning in a pragma-
tic world, the most influential developer of pragmatism is 
John Dewey.  He sees thinking and reflection as a ’means of 
conducting transformational transactions with the world, 
a means of changing or reconstructing the world’ (Sleeper 
2001, 3) He also argues that ’thought functions in the expe-
rimental determinations of future consequences’ (Dewey 
1925/1988b, 14). Pragmatist philosophy exists in reality, whe-
re change is constantly taking place, and human beings are 
active agents and conductors of transformations, either by 
their thoughts or by their actions. 
According to Dewey (see Learning by Doing) school is of 
life, not  for life, and learning is seen as a tool for produ-
cing new habits of action through the continuous interac-
tions  between people and their environment. A pragmatic 
learning concept emphasizes collaboration, the activities 
that change individuals and the environment, and the role of 
experiences and interaction. Learning is active and consists 
of restructuring and building experiences, of handling new 
situations and of acting in a purposeful way. 
The active nature of learning is also stressed in the long-ti-
me dominated constructive learning concept, although with 
2
2
the eQF was approved as a framework by the european parliament and council in april 2008. by 2012, at the latest, all certificates 
should mention the eQF level of learning outcomes achieved by graduating students. 
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different emphases. Constructivists conceptualize learning 
as the creation of new knowledge and the construction of 
cognitive structures, whereas an action-oriented, prag-
matic learning concept recognizes learning as a tool with 
the purpose of formation  of habits of action. In the prag-
matic learning concept, knowledge is linked to the ways of 
action that assist in getting along with the ever-changing 
world. (see Kivinen & Ristelä  2003, 365-366.) Language, 
words and concepts are used as means of interaction, com-
munication and coordination. Reality is built through inter-
action between action and thinking. In pragmatism action is 
related to acting and interacting in a purposeful way in the 
world. People are, at root, practical beings and find actions 
rewarding (see Pihlström 2006, 150-151). People and the envi-
ronment change through action. Activity is not primarily 
cognitive; as it is in constructivism but referring to Dewey 
(1980) learning and knowing are affairs of doing. In a prag-
matic learning theory, learning is always active but based on 
experienced actions and their consequences, which lead to 
new habits of action (e.g. Kivinen et all 2003, 365-366). 
Philosophy of education categorizes the pragmatic learning 
concept as an interpretative paradigm, where the social 
world undergoes constant change and renewal, and the abili-
ty to function in a constantly changing world and participate 
in the change is vital. Learning is understood as a process for 
changing or reconstructing the world through the develop-
ment of practices. The interpretive paradigm sees the social 
world as an ever-changing place which can be constantly 
improved. A researcher interprets situations, but knows that 
the rules determined in the first situation are not necessarily 
true in the next situation. This view, in turn, means that the 
goals of education  are  not so much to give students facts 
about the way the world works, but to make sure that  stu-
dents ’learn the process of discovery and self-sufficiency as 
much as the facts that are discovered’ (see  Ardalan 2008). 
Towards  the LbD action model
The Finnish system of higher education is built on a dual 
model consisting of 16 universities and 25 universities of 
applied sciences (UAS).  The tasks of the UASs, presented in 
the UAS Act (2003/ 351), are pedagogy, regional development 
and research and development. At Laurea UAS these tasks 
were seen as an integrated whole from the beginning. The 
decision made led to construct the role of a teacher in a new 
way as a pedagogue, regional developer, and researcher and 
developer (e.g. Raij 2003, 42 - 58).  Furthermore, the holistic 
model of competence described above (Raij 2000) was app-
lied as the framework for Laurea UAS’ pedagogical strategy 
in 2002. This, in turn, opened the door to looking at a lear-
ning environment as an enabler for the development of new 
activities.
The task of regional development, which is emphasized in 
the UAS Act, brought authentic working life projects to Lau-
rea, in which teachers as facilitators, working life partners 
and students work together. Many of the projects were found 
to be successful. New innovations were discovered and stu-
dents seemed to be very motivated and eager to develop new 
ways of action as competences. Based on the collected expe-
riences, a real working life-related R&D project seemed to 
form a needed learning environment.  Initially, the need to 
impact and renew the working life sector led to project-ba-
sed education (Raij 2003, 42 - 58). Furthermore, the new prac-
tice challenged Laurea to develop and construct learning 
environments that enable the integration of the afore-men-
tioned tasks in the form of meeting rooms, workshops and 
laboratories (Fränti & Pirinen 2005).
New ways of action in project-based education raised some 
interesting questions that needed to be studied:
How did genuine working life-oriented R&D projects change 
the nature of studying?                                 
How did working life-oriented R&D projects integrate peda-
gogy, regional development and research and development?  
Recognizing the impact of the changes on the character of 
learning in projects, steered research work and led to the 
recognition of the characteristics and stages of the Learning 
by Developing  (LbD) action model.  This interest, in turn, led 
to select phenomenography to be used as a research method.
Phenomenography as a special qualitative research method, 
initially developed by the Gothenburg group, is not interest-
ed in the being of a phenomenon, but in the concep tions 
that people have of it. It focuses on the ways in which human 
beings perceive their world. Phenomenography was origi-
nally developed for studies on learning and it emphasizes 
the learner’s experience, understanding, and conceptualiza-
tion and analysis of learning assignments in a specific con-
text. The perspectives of ‘what’ and ’how’, used in relation to 
a specific cultural context, explain the construction of diffe-
rent conceptions. What we see depends on how we see it. (e.g. 
Marton & Säljö 1984, Marton 1995  and Uljens 1993.)
The research material was  first collected  by interviewing 
lecturers (n=6), who possessed successful experiences in car-
rying out R&D-projects together with students and working 
life representatives. The experience and knowledge gained 
through the process by those participating in the research 
was made use of by systematically collecting information 
on how conceptions changed as the result of the observa-
tions. The interviews also took into account the lecturers’ 
ideas regarding best practices, i.e. how they would change 
or modify the next research and development project they 
participate in. Second, the lecturers (n=25) participating in 
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seminars related to the training programme on innovati-
ve teaching described the processes related to the progress 
of their own development projects, as well as their own 
learning processes. Finally, participation in two develop-
ment projects involving lecturers (n=4), students (n=8) and 
working life partners  (n=6) facilitated further the systema-
tic gathering of information. Reliability was all the time 
checked by the researcher by asking questions and making 
summaries. While classifying the stages of learning by deve-
loping, the participants’ conceptions regarding completed 
and ongoing development projects were taken into account, 
as well as their experience-based opinions regarding what 
development projects require and how the process could be 
improved. 
The stages of Learning by Developing action model 
Based on the analysis of informants’ conceptions, the sta-
ges of LbD action model were identified as well as the cha-
racteristics of the model (Raij 2007). The LbD action model 
centres on a development project that is genuinely rooted 
in the world of work, requiring collaboration.  LbD is based 
on authentic partnerships between lecturers, students, wor-
king life partners and clients as end users.  A project forms a 
learning environment, where progress is made through the 
identified stages and the outcome is learning in individuals 
that is seen as new ways of action, leading to personal pro-
fessional growth, as well as learning in a community, and 
finally the production of new knowledge in the forms of new 
products, services, processes, working models and working 
culture. 
The LbD action model comprises the following complemen-
tary stages: a) identifying the phenomenon of the R&D pro-
ject with its concepts and relationships between concepts; 
b) reflecting on the meanings of previous research fin dings 
and solutions; c) predictive recognition and description of 
processes related to the project, which makes possible both 
an abductive hypothesis (an initial presumption based on 
prior clarifications, facts and discoveries) and a personal 
curriculum; d) acquiring tools that are existing theories and 
models, subject related concepts, and instruments for doing; 
e) acting together, which encompasses the creation of new 
habits of action and problem-solving skills; f ) continuous 
evaluation of the project and personal learning process (the 
consequences of activities); g ) sharing experiences and crea-
ting new meanings, h) recognizing and evaluating achieved 
competence; i) assessing the impact of the project; and j) sha-
ring, disseminating and productizing the outcomes (Figure 
1).
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It is important to notice that the stages form an integrated 
whole but as part of a process they can be identified in diffe-
rent orders depending on the consequences of earlier expe-
riences. Different workshops (laboratories) provide students 
with the needed tools for R&D projects, including the con-
cepts, theories and models for understanding phenomena 
as well as different skills for encountering, collaborating 
and working with one’s hands. The tools are developed and 
applied by students when the project proceeds and stu-
dents’ responsibilities increase. Personal learning, which is 
demonstrated through new forms of action in the project 
and the development of the project, are followed by assess-
ment. In this process the types of knowledge can be used as 
an evaluation tool.
The LbD integrates competence-producing learning and an 
innovative R&D project. The stages are built by the new lear-
ning possibilities that are created as the R&D project pro-
gresses. When examining the stages of the LbD, the indivi-
dual and community learning that form the focal point of the 
model, comes from building and internalising a new kind of 
self and group identity, which are the objectives of profes-
sional growth. Sharing experiences, mutual reflections, and 
awarding and testing meanings form the dialectics between 
the individuals and their environments. 
According to the teachers, experienced in the LbD, the defi-
ning characteristics of the LbD are authenticity, partnership, 
trust, creativity and an investigative approach (Raij 2007). 
Figure 1. recognised stages of the LbD model that steer implementation
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Authenticity arises from the genuine working life projects 
that form the learning environment. Partnerships are built 
on trust and on a commitment-inspiring agreement. All of 
the partners participate as equals, sharing experiences and 
finding meanings for consequences in order to produce new 
competence in their varying roles and responsibilities. There 
is room for every partner’s creativity, which also leaves room 
for professional growth. The production of new knowledge 
and the development of competence become evident as the 
work progresses.
Authenticity refers to a genuine working life connection. A 
working life-oriented R&D project is viewed as a learning 
environment that enables the formation of new habits of 
actions. The progress of an R&D project opens new doors 
and creates situations where previous ways of action are no 
longer sufficient and must be replaced by new ones.
Partnership refers to cooperation among students, lecturers, 
working life partners and users, and it features mutual com-
mitment. Partnership is built on trust and is characterized 
by equality. It enables continuous interaction with the lear-
ning environment. Joint efforts require that the involvement 
and different competences of each participant enable the 
formation of new habits of action and the discovery of solu-
tions that transform practices. 
Experiencing can be understood from different viewpoints. 
First, experiences with given meanings construct compe-
tence. Second, experiencing can be examined on the basis of 
processes that lead to new forms of action. When the conse-
quences of established forms of action turn out to be insuffi-
cient in a new situation; the need arises for reflecting on per-
sonal experiences and creating new habits of action. 
Creativity is vital for bringing forth something new. The 
starting point of LbD is the ability to function in a constantly 
changing world; hence, acting within the context of change 
is a natural approach. As a result, new ways of action require 
creative and curious involvement in activities that renew the 
world of work. 
The requirement for a research orientation arises within the 
context of higher education. In a pragmatic approach, truth 
is linked to inquiry as it transforms in the course of the stu-
dy. At Laurea, the mission of universities of applied sciences 
is seen as a comprehensive whole that integrates the tasks of 
pedagogy, regional development and research and develop-
ment. Higher education is recognized from the perspective 
of an investigative approach; in a higher education context, 
developing working life and producing new types of innova-
tion are closely linked to research. (Figure 2)





































Learning by Developing Action Model 17
The LbD shares similarities with certain constructionism- 
based learning theories and the theory of activity. For 
example, Bereiter (2004) sees learning as a process that trans-
forms an individual’s internal knowledge structures, which 
creates new ideas and thoughts and deepens a community’s 
competence. Hakkarainen, Lonka & Lipponen (2004) have 
developed a theory of research-oriented learning based on 
problem-solving  by combining elements of Bereiter and 
Scardamalia’ s (1993) theory of knowledge construction and 
Engeström’s (2001) theory of expansive learning, which is 
based on the theory of activity.  Practical experiences take a 
conceptualising role when they are tested in practice in order 
to create ‘conceptual artefacts’ (Hakkarainen & al., 2004, 
299–302). However, the LbD action model focuses on acting 
together and discovering new ways of thinking and doing in 
order to be able to manage changing situations. Learning is 
regarded more as a tool that facilitates the achievement of 
competences.
New ways of action in higher education addressed by 
the LbD
In the LbD action model the role of ‘a teacher’ is multi- 
faceted.  A pragmatic learning concept does not have a place 
in traditional classroom teaching.  A teacher working at Lau-
rea has many roles depending on his or her own responsibi-
lities within the LbD project. In a workshop where students 
are seeking new tools, a teacher is responsible for transmit-
ting culturally and historically advanced intellectual actions 
relevant to the various professional fields (c.f. Engeström, 
2001) and the latest substance- specific knowledge in the 
forms of concepts, models and theories. In the projects 
work, a teacher acts as a facilitator and partner for students 
and the developer and researcher central to the project’s 
objective. The idea is to give space to students and to facili-
tate their competence construction processes in relation to 
practical experiments. The teacher develops tools together 
with the students. Through all of the interactive processes, 
she is involved in assessing the achievements of students’ 
learning outcomes. Assessment is challenging because it has 
been understood and accepted that students can learn and 
will do so in different ways with different contents.  
In the LbD Guide (2011), the model was considered a challen-
ge for the professional development of lecturers. Based on 
the vast practical experiences since 2005, the lectures’ new 
roles can be identified as follows: 1) as preparers and orga-
nisers of the LbD implementation process; 2) as implemen-
ters; and 3) as evaluators. At the beginning of a new LbD 
project, one does not really know what kind of learning will 
take place. Since the project has connections with authen-
tic working life, the learning outcomes cannot be ‘wrong’ as 
such, but they can be something unexpected. Therefore, it is 
important that learning outcomes are described as compe-
tences needed in a complex and ever-changing working life 
(c.f. Ardalan 2008). 
Along the way from identifying the LbD action model 
towards nominating the model as Laurea’s strategic choice 
and finally as Laurea’s trademark  (LbD Guide 2011), we can 
see many developmental phases. At first, it is important to 
notice that recognizing the impact of changes on the cha-
racter of learning in projects led to the development of the 
LbD action model. Thus, the practices at Laurea had alrea-
dy begun to change; these changes were guided by the inte-
gration of pedagogy, regional development and research and 
development. Second, a great deal of attention was paid to 
training Laurea’s staff from the beginning.  Separate trai-
ning programmes were carried out for the whole staff at 
different campuses.  During the years 2004 – 2006, the Pro-
fessional Development (PD) training programme was plan-
ned and implemented together with Tampere University. 
There were 25 senior lecturers in the first group, who were 
sup posed to act as the LbD mentors on their own campuses 
after a two- years’ education process.  The impacts were seen 
as transformative teaching, and they were published in the 
form of a report in 2006. The PD programme was reorga-
nized during the years 2008 – 2009. The results were discus-
sed in several LbD presentations at the European Conference 
on Educational Research in Vienna in 2009.  Since the year 
2008, Laurea has hosted the annual ‘Learning by Developing 
– New ways to learn’ international conferences, which makes 
it possible to share, display and further develop the model. 
Furthermore, since 2002, annual development seminars for 
the staff and regular development seminars at the different 
campuses are used to enhance transformative teaching; at 
first they were affected by project-based learning, and later 
by the LbD. It can be seen that the more the LbD model was 
rewarded the less it has been resisted.  
We can say that before the LbD, most of Laurea’s staff empha-
sized the construction of new cognitive processes. Today, it 
is clear that working and acting together with students, and 
facilitating their development processes gives students the 
possibility to develop new habits of action and to participate 
in the development of new innovations. The statistics (Lau-
rea 2010) partly can be seen as evidences of the success of the 
LbD.  
Developing the LbD model by studying the impact of chan-
ges on the character of learning in projects led additionally 
first to the development of campuses with different work-
shops, test labs and living labs, and second to the develop-
ment of a competence-based curriculum. These changes 
made it possible to successfully implement the LbD. Com-
petence (pp. 2 – 4), in a curriculum, refers to broad areas of 
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expertise, which describe the ability to function as working 
life developers and reformers. It emphasizes the develop-
ment of new habits of action as the results of leaning. The 
National Qualification Framework, which is based on the 
European Qualification Framework (levels 6 and 7) serves as 
the starting point for learning outcomes.
Laurea’s learning environments have been developed from 
the perspective of higher education competence as a wor-
king-life oriented R&D project as well as a physical, vir-
tual and psychological space. Learning environments with 
laboratories and workshops, which are needed in authentic 
research and development projects, enable joint activities, 
evaluation and the development of personal ways of action 
based on experiences. 
The LbD offers the possibility to share one’s own experiences 
and conceptions not only with students and their teachers, 
but also with working life experts and end users. In this way, 
real dialectics with different opinions and conceptions are 
tested and situational truths discovered after conducting a 
series of practical experiments. The LbD also includes abduc-
tive reasoning with hypothesis and the building of models in 
the face of the unknown. The assumptions will be tested and 
proved in working life-related R&D projects by integrating 
knowledge, skills, values and experiences in action. 
Evaluating of the LbD model
The LbD model is evaluated in several different ways. The 
Laurea staff regularly collects feedback from students and 
working life partners. On the basis of conclusions, improve-
ments are made. The impact of R&D work is evaluated by the 
Ministry of Education and Culture based on the number of 
credits completed in the R&D projects, the number of pro-
ject base theses, and the graduates’ employment rates. The 
improvements in these numbers (Laure is at the front of the 
line) have been seen following the development of the LbD 
model. Concrete evidence of the successful integration of 
students into the surrounding society can be seen in the fact 
that the graduates of Laurea have the highest employment 
rate (89.9 %) out of all of graduates from the universities in 
Finland (Laurea 2010).
The LbD has been evaluated twice by the international eva-
luators. In 2007, it was studied and compared with other 
widely used initiatives in higher education.  The fundamental 
issues that the evaluators considered included a comparison 
of the LbD and other existing projects and problem-based 
learning models. Furthermore, they focused on the sustai-
nability and scalability of the model. The evaluators needed 
to find out about current experiences and gain insights from 
those who deliver, design and develop the whole programme 
of activity. The evaluation team got acquainted with the 
scholarly literature and publications provided by Laurea, 
and they interviewed stakeholders; students, alumni, staff, 
faculty and external influencers and policy makers. The eva-
luation process was conducted during two detailed visits, 
which consisted first of a planning meeting, followed by site 
visits and interviews, all of which were organised in a spirit 
of openness and trust. 
The comparison showed that the major benefits of the LbD 
are based on the sense of ownership of creating the model. 
According to the evaluators, ‘The LbD is values driven and 
takes a more holistic view of students than would be the case 
where projects or problems are the focus. The LbD is also 
focused on ensuring that students can ‘do things’ rather than 
just be able to repeat answers in exams. LbD recognises the 
need to enable students with investigative and social skills, 
alongside providing them with knowledge expertise in their 
chosen fields of study.’  In conclusion they identified the fol-
lowing as the strengths of the LbD: the growth of indepen-
dent thought, self-confidence, a highly experiential atmos-
phere, a high degree of responsibility, early experiences of 
personal responsibility for results and duty to colleagues, 
early experiences of having people relying on you and expe-
riences with equality. In terms of how to further develop the 
LbD, the evaluators pointed out that the model needs to be 
made more transparent, more focus should be placed on pro-
ject management, student guidance and competence evalua-
tion and that the model should be better institutionalized. 
(Vyakarnam, Illes, Kolmos & Madritsch 2007.) 
In 2009 a follow up evaluation was conducted. The material 
was collected by interviewing focus groups; project mana-
gers, students, staff, faculty and external influencers and 
policy makers from all of the Laurea campuses.  The evalua-
tors noticed that in two years, the meaning of the LbD had 
become more unified. However, they also noticed that there 
is a continuous need to share the conceptions and knowledge 
concerning the basis of pragmatic learning theories. Further, 
the users of the LbD should clarify the purposefulness of the 
model and use clearer language to support the students’ lear-
ning processes in research and development projects. Accor-
ding to the evaluators, ‘finding and confirming a common 
purpose should be the top of priority. There is no shortage 
of talented individuals in Laurea but they need clear, sup-
portive structures, operational systems, communication 
channels within and across sites. They need a well networ-
ked community culture based on success stories, sense of 
pride and collective identity’. (Vyakarnam & Illes 2009.) The 
recommendations and development objects stated by the 
evaluators have been taken into account in Laurea’s quality 
assurance programme, which focuses on the development of 
practices.  
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Kallioinen (2008) analysed the written feedbacks from Lau-
rea’s first-year students during the years 2006-2007. She 
collected students’ feedbacks from the fields of business 
management, hospitality management, security manage-
ment, and business information technology; altogether, a 
total of 1204 respondents. They described their experiences 
with the Learning by Developing -model and how the model 
has enhanced their learning.  She concluded that the LbD 
model can advance significantly the general working life 
readiness of the students, and also enhance the quality of 
their learning options. The LbD facilitates cooperation and 
the development of partnerships and also made it possible 
for students to act as partners. The growth and development 
of self-directed learning challenged the creation of new gui-
dance practices. Through the LbD model, new competences 
and collaborative knowledge creation processes were born. 
Additionally, Taatila (2007) found in his study some eviden-
ce that students participating in the LbD learning consider 
themselves to be more competent in practical situations 
than their peers. The students become more integrated into 
their surroundings before they graduate, since they have 
been working with numerous organizations already during 
their study years. They also know the requirements and pace 
of modern working life, and will likely require less time for 
induction than the students with less practical experience. 
Laurea has furthermore participated in the project of Quali-
ty Teaching directed by the OECD in 2007-2010, and in the 
FLLEX-project (LLP-KA1SCR) aiming to enhance lifelong 
learning in 2010 - 2012. The role of the LbD was at the 
centre of both projects. With the Quality Teaching project, 
the focus was on transformative teaching, while the FLLEX 
project focused on how the LbD enables lifelong learning. 
Both projects can be seen as examples of Laurea’s commit-
ment to the ongoing development of the LbD action model.
 
Laurea is the most awarded UAS in Finland, with five Centre 
of Excellence nominations from The Finnish Higher Educa-
tion Evaluation Council (FINHEEC). Laurea has been nomi-
nated as a Centre of Excellence in regional development for 
the years 2003-2004, and 2006-2007, and in education for the 
years 2004-2005 and 2008-2009, and as a Centre of Excellen-
ce 2009-2012, when the evaluations of regional development 
and education were integrated.  One of the criteria has been 
the integration of research and development, regional deve-
lopment and pedagogy. We can say that the pragmatic LbD 
action model has created several benefits in these areas. 
The impact of the LbD action model on the surrounding 
society is multifaceted. Local organizations receive a cons-
tant stream of new ideas, and innovations and a developing 
workforce. R&D projects are carried out in cooperation 
between public, private and third-sector organizations, all of 
which give space to the integration of different competences 
and make it possible to go forward. Similarly, organizations 
offer the university a constant stream of interesting research 
and development subjects and share competences based on 
their own experiences and the requirements of a job. (c.f. 
Taatila & Raij 2012.)
Conclusion
This article describes the LbD action model, which has been 
developed at Laurea University of Applied Sciences as a way 
to respond to the challenges, which demand that higher edu-
cation institutes take a more active role  in supporting the 
development of a sustainable and innovative internal market 
that will foster competition and support investment, growth 
and jobs in Europe (c.f.The  Lissbon Strategy 2000).  At the 
European level, investment in research has been integrated 
with  investement in innovation, which is seen as a key driver 
of long-term growth.  
The LbD action model is competence oriented; building 
the holistic model of competence can be seen as the star-
ting point for developing the model. Competence has also 
been highlighted in the European Qualification Framework. 
Although the division used (knowledge, skills and compe-
tence) is problematic, the holistic model of competence can 
be identified in the descriptions of the learning outcomes. 
The LbD is based on a pragmatic learning concept as it was 
introduced in the earlier study carried out by Taatila and Raij 
(2012, 831 – 849), which discusses how the LbD model fits the 
pragmatic philosophy of education.  Learning the process of 
discovery and self-sufficiency, as Ardalan has pointed out, is 
also evident in Laurea’s  LbD model, in which real changes in 
the world of work and new habits of action are the expected 
outcomes; these same outcomes are the focus of pragmatic 
learning theories. Competence is expressed as new ways of 
action.  With the LbD  a real doubt as an identified problem 
or a discovered new idea form a starting point for an inqui-
ry, which leads to form new beliefs and new habits of action. 
Learning can be seen as a tool in this process. This is also in 
line with Pihlström (2006, 150 – 151)  and Kivinen et all (2003, 
363 – 375). The LbD model follows the ideas of Dewey, who 
regards inquiry as an attempt to solve a problematic situa-
tion that has arisen as the result of an experience. Learning 
consists of restructuring and building experiences, hand-
ling new situations and acting in a purposeful way. Dewey’s 
view of learning and knowing as an affair of doing, and lear-
ning as a formation of new habits of action can be related to 
the present topic of future expertise. I dare to claim that the 
LbD has rediscovered Dewey’s concept of Learning by Doing 
within the context of higher education.  
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If we have an authentic working life-related research and 
development project as a learning environment, as is the 
case within the LbD model, acting together with students by 
developing can be assumed to lead to the types of competen-
ces needed in future working life. Aiming to future exper-
tise also challenges the development of curricula in higher 
education. Formal exams should be based on competences, 
which make it possible to develop new ways of action, and 
which in higher education lead to situation management 
within an ever changing world of work. The need to meet for-
mal qualification requirements presents a challenge when 
renewing the curricula. The requirements  should also be fle-
xible and more future oriented.
The biggest change occours with respect to a teacher’s/ lec-
turer’s role. In the LbD, a student is an equal partner, and 
building a partnership between students at diferent levels 
of study and  working life representatives (public, private 
and third sector organizations) introduces  new challenges 
for a lecturer. Lecturers encounter a number of develop-
ment challenges in the LbD model. The traditional teaching 
role of distributing or processing information is inade quate 
within the context of a pragmatically-oriented university. 
It is time to network and co-develop and co-produce crea-
tive innovations. To acquire the needed tools for R&D pro-
jects, LbD lecturers function as tutors, and partners as well 
as recognizers and acknowledgers of competence, develo-
pers and researchers in R&D projects, and supporters and 
mentors in workshops. As Ardalan (2008) pointed out, both 
pedagogical methodologies and the goals and contents of 
a course are affected by differences in basic philosophical 
assumptions, which highlights the meaning of philosophi-
cal foundations.
We can ask if project based ‘going forward’ is too sporadic in 
nature and question if it offers enough possibilities to achie-
ve the competences needed. A competence based curriculum 
is an essential part of the LbD model when it comes to achie-
ving the new ways of action described in the learning out-
comes. The curriculum plays a role in guiding students and 
lecturers when they prepare working life- related R&D proje-
cts and make decisions to participate in them.  On the other 
hand, we can always wonder if we can be sure that a student 
who learns about a certain topic and passes an exam, on that 
topic really understands the subject deeply and will remem-
ber it for a long period and be able to use the knowledge later 
on.
The purpose of a pragmatic learning concept is not to 
construct cognitive structures and a knowledge base, but 
to create new habits. Research knowledge and its adoption 
play an important role in the development of new ways of 
action, but only as part of whole. The holistic model of com-
petence is seen as an integrated combination of knowing, 
under standing, doing and managing situations. The lectu-
rer is responsible for creating opportunities to construct this 
wider entity. Every new R&D project offers a new adventure 
for participants by presenting a new situation where earlier 
ways of action are not enough as it will be in an ever chan-
ging social world. The question still remains; how to do it in 
a purposeful way? 
The global economy and the need for new kinds of solutions 
and service innovations also challenge  higher education ins-
titutions. We can ask  how to coach our students for the futu-
re, which can be seen as an ever changing world of work and 
unexpected new situations. It is clear, more now than before 
that the present solutions are not good enough and that the 
world, as it is described  in study books, will no longer exist 
tomorrow. Students should be prepared to create new habits 
and be given the possibility to see how the world is changing 
around them. The LbD action model enables them to face the 
future challenges. 
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proDUcing MoDe 2 KnoWLeDge in LbD action 
MoDeL proceSSeS
Introduction
In recent years, research activities and their impact have 
become globally more and more important for societies, 
because we need new competence and competent experts to 
meet future needs. Examining the new structures of inter-
active and collaborative research activities of universities, 
Horwath (2009, 22-23) particularly emphasises that society, 
the political system, the structures of business operations, 
science and the research system must be steered towards 
active mutual interaction. Technology and innovation are 
developed as a result of complex interactive processes - not 
only within technology, but merged with the economic, 
legislative and social environment, where they are also 
influenced by government policy and programmes, finan-
cial instruments, laws and regulations, economic boundary 
conditions, the role of social partners and the education and 
research system responsible for knowledge and competence.
(cf. OECD 1992; Soete & Arundel 1993; Gibbons et al. 1994; Etz-
kowitz, Webster & Healey 1998; Hessels & van Lente 2008.)  
The above-mentioned framework gives a good arena for uni-
versities of applied sciences operating actively and collabo-
ratively with stakeholders in the regions. The Learning by 
Developing action model at Laurea UAS has especially been 
created, designed and thoroughly evaluated to enhance the 
integration of learning and RDI activities in competence 
Abstract
The aim of this conceptual article is to reflect the principles and the production of Mode 2 knowledge in Learning by Developing 
(LbD) action model processes. Learning processes at Laurea University of Applied Sciences are tightly integrated in research, 
development and innovation activities on each of the seven multidisciplinary campuses. The main focus in these processes is 
placed in transdisciplinarity, in order to generate new competence and innovation for all parties (students, teachers, working 
life partners) and for the region. Along with the principle of transdisciplinarity, in most of the LbD cases, other principles of 
Mode 2 knowledge production are applied in action. The theoretical examination focuses on scientific publications related to 
Mode 2 knowledge as well as the pedagogical foundations of LbD. In LbD processes, it is very common that all five principles 
of Mode 2 knowledge production are demonstrated. Mode 2 knowledge production allows operators in planning research and 
development processes towards more participatory, dynamic and creative forums of new competence production. Mode 2 
know ledge production provides space for shared ownership of competence production, new ideas, intuition and the evolution 
of new problems in network-based processes. By character, this reflective article does not allow for overall generalisations on 
the links between Mode 2 knowledge production and LbD processes, as they are always very unique, situational and contextual 
by nature. It merely gives an interesting perspective on the Mode 2 production of knowledge in one particular learning process 
in higher education – namely, Learning by Developing, developed at Laurea University of Applied Sciences since year 2000. In 
the future, it would be fruitful to collect data in order to dig deeper in this area.
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and knowledge production in professionally oriented higher 
education institutions (Raij 2013; Taatila & Raij 2012; Kallioi-
nen 2013).
OECD’s 2006 theme analysis on higher education policy sta-
tes that, as far as research and development is concerned, 
Finland has gained a reputation on a European level for its 
innovative research activities and research and development 
strategies that particularly focus on the knowledge economy 
(Davies, et al. 2006). Finland continues to score high on the 
European Innovation Score Board year after year. The natio-
nal goal of today is to lift up Finland to be the most compe-
tent nation in the world, which means a huge demand for 
top-level education and research.
From the perspective of regional development, OECD 
researchers emphasise that new knowledge is created in the 
context of the employment sector as well as at institutes of 
higher education, and that undergraduates should be placed 
at the heart of R&D activities. Referring to R&D at universi-
ties of applied sciences, Davies et al. (2006) mention Mode 2 
knowledge production, which has a strong user orientation 
and arises from genuine problem solving. According to the 
OECD study, research and development activities of univer-
sities of applied sciences should specifically pro mote eco-
nomic, social and cultural development in the region. This 
OECD study, with its recommendations concerning Mode 
2 knowledge production, user-orientation and genuine 
problem solving, are all in line and coherent with Taatila and 
Raij’s (2012) article, Philosophical Review of Pragmatism as 
a Basis for Learning by Developing Pedagogy, in which the 
LbD pedagogical model is opened up from the philosophical 
point of view.
Applied research and development activity with an empha-
sis on regional development is an important aim for all uni-
versities of applied sciences in Finland. In the past few years, 
in the structural reform of higher education in Finland, this 
topic has been widely and actively discussed nationally in 
order to develop the national and regional innovation system 
and clarify the dual nature of the Finnish higher education 
system. This produces new, collaborative knowledge and 
competence and searches for creative solutions for problems 
and challenges at various levels. The importance of applied 
research is clearly emphasised when combining regional 
competence, participating in networks and utilising diffe-
rent partnerships in shared processes. Research and deve-
lopment at all Finnish universities of applied sciences is cha-
racterised by a functional and experiential approach, which 
corresponds to Stake’s (1994) notion on the importance of 
producing expertise in knowledge transfer. 
Research and development function at universities of app-
lied sciences has expanded considerably in recent years, 
and established a strong role within regional innovation 
systems. The development has brought its challenges; the 
main challenges for the impact of research and development 
include the production of new knowledge, competence and 
innovation in research and development processes. At the 
same time, universities of applied sciences need to define 
the concept of applied research more clearly in relation to 
the research activities of academic science universities. The 
research, development and innovation function of Finnish 
universities of applied sciences was internationally evalua-
ted by a team nominated by the Finnish Higher Education 
Evaluation Council (FINHEEC), and it gave a good overall 
view in the width, depth and development of this function 
(see Maassen et al. 2012). Created by Gibbons et al. (1994), 
Mode 2 knowledge production brings interesting perspecti-
ves to the interpretations of applied research as well as to the 
mechanisms of new competence and knowledge production. 
These perspectives lead us also very close to the core of the 
Learning by Developing action model with its five dimen-
sions: authenticity, partnership, RDI-orientation, creativity 
and practical experimentation as well as its aims in produ-
cing new competence in RDI activities. (Raij 2007).
Public and private sector, organisations, various companies 
and society as a whole require continuously renewable com-
petence, new products, services, work methods and opera-
ting models, which are on one hand generated as a result of 
research, development and innovation activities at universi-
ties of applied sciences. This article looks at the mechanisms 
that generate results specifically from the angle of Mode 2 
knowledge production, and seeks to compare the LbD model 
with its dimensions with the five principles of Mode 2 know-
ledge. The Mode 2 approach displays links with studies on 
expertise, construction of knowledge and competence as 
well as tacit knowledge. In my view, Mode 2 knowledge pro-
duction is particularly applicable to Innovation – which has 
just recently been added to the law of UASs as one of the sta-
tutory tasks.
The theoretical basis and conceptual framework for Learning 
by Developing pedagogy is deeply rooted in pragmatism 
which is an action-oriented philosophy of science (Dewey 
1929; 1963; James 1907; Peirce 1992). Taatila and Raij (2012) 
have thoroughly introduced and analysed the LbD-model 
as well as compared it to pragmatism. In pragmatism, the 
world is a set of practical actions that are born from thinking. 
In line with Mode 2 knowledge creation, there is no dualism 
between theory and practice; rather, they are two sides of the 
same coin (Peters, 2007, 356). In the Learning by Developing 
model, theory and practice are intertwined and should not 
be separated in the students’ learning process. According 
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to Taatila & Raij (2012), pragmatic learning is vocationally 
directed and, therefore, every learning situation should lead 
toward increased practical competence.
According to Raij (2013, 11-12), the LbD action model compri-
ses the following complementary stages: 
1. identifying the phenomenon of the R&D project with 
its concepts and relationships between concepts; 
2. reflecting on the meanings of previous research fin-
dings and solutions;
3. predictive recognition and description of processes 
related to the project, which makes possible both an 
abductive hypothesis (an initial presumption based on 
prior
4. clarifications, facts and discoveries) and a personal 
curriculum;
5. acquiring tools that are existing theories and models, 
subject-related concepts, and instruments for doing; 
6. acting together, which encompasses the creation of new 
habits of action and problem-solving skills; 
7. continuous evaluation of the project and personal lear-
ning process (the consequences of activities); 
8. sharing experiences and creating new meanings; 
9. recognising and evaluating achieved competence; 
10. assessing the impact of the project; and
11. sharing, disseminating and productising the outcomes.
In her recent article, Raij (2013, 13) argues that LbD shares 
similarities with certain constructionism-based learning 
theories and the theory of activity. For example, Bereiter 
(2002) sees learning as a process that transforms an indivi-
dual’s internal knowledge structures into collective know-
ledge structures, which create new ideas and thoughts as 
well as deepen a community’s competence. Hakkarainen, 
Lonka and Lipponen (2004) have developed a theory of pro-
gressive inquiry, which is based on problem solving by com-
bining elements of theory of knowledge building (Bereiter 
and Scardamalia 1993; Scardamalia and Bereiter 2003) and 
theory of expansive learning (Engeström 2001), which is 
based on the theory of activity. Practical experiences enhan-
ce conceptualisation, as they are tested in practice in order to 
create ‘conceptual artefacts’ (Hakkarainen et al., 2004, 299-
302; Hakkarainen 2009.) According to Raij (2013), the LbD 
action model focuses on acting together and discovering 
new ways of thinking and doing in order to be able to mana-
ge changing situations. Learning is regarded more as a tool 
that facilitates the achievement of competences. (Raij 2013.)
Learning processes in higher education can pedagogically be 
linked to the principles of knowledge building as it is formu-
lated below:
“Knowledge building provides an alternative that more directly 
addresses the need to educate people for a world in which know-
ledge creation and innovation are pervasive. Knowledge building 
may be defined as the production and continual improvement of 
ideas of value to a community, through means that increase the 
likelihood that what the community accomplishes will be grea-
ter than the sum of individual contributions and part of broader 
cultural efforts. Knowledge building, thus, goes on throughout a 
knowledge society and is not limited to education. as applied to 
education, however, the approach means engaging learners in the 
full process of knowledge creation from an early age. … the key 
distinction is between learning—the process through which the 
rapidly growing cultural capital of a society is distributed—and 
knowledge building—the deliberate effort to increase the cultural 
capital of society.” (Scardamalia and Bereiter 2003, 2-3.)
The Learning by Developing action model has a great impact 
on the way teaching is delivered in students’ knowledge and 
competence creation processes. In her fairly recent article, 
Kallioinen (2011) has discussed transformative teaching in 
the Learning by Developing action model, which means buil-
ding an entirely new teaching culture. In the LbD teaching 
community, the crucial factors are not only subject-speci-
fic competence but also a research-oriented, developmental 
approach, interaction skills, the ability to encounter col-
leagues, students and partners dialogically, and having the 
pedagogical competence. The qualities of an expert promote 
the implementation of good, high-quality teaching and fos-
tering the students’ motivation and participation. From the 
students point of view, the emphasis is on guidance, learning 
process, mutual reflection, professional and human growth, 
and a research-oriented, developmental approach to work.
These above-mentioned learning theories and principles of 
LbD can fruitfully be reflected in the ideas of the new pro-
duction of knowledge in Mode 2, which will be discussed 
more closely in the following chapter. 
Mode 2 - The Five Principles of New 
Competence and Knowledge Production
Twenty years ago in ‘The New Production of Knowledge’, 
Gibbons et al. (1994) introduced to the international scien-
tific community concepts such as ‘Mode 2 knowledge’ and 
’socially distributed knowledge’. These concepts allow the 
analysis and examination of the production of new compe-
tence and knowledge. This approach has, for twenty years, 
challenged conventional structures and concepts present in 
scientific research in questions, such as: 
• what is considered to be science, what does scientific 
mean; 
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• how are knowledge and competence produced, linked 
to power structures and ownerships; 
• who has the right to produce scientific knowledge and;
• how is the reliability of produced knowledge and com-
petence evaluated. 
Similar questions are often posed when we discuss the con-
cept of learning in LbD processes.
By 2008, the notion of ‘Mode 2’ had been referred to in over 
1000 scientific articles, and it seems to have influenced 
science, technology and innovation policies. However, at the 
same time, scholars have written numerous critical papers 
to contest the claims and the use of the Mode 2 concept, both 
conceptual and empirical papers. (Hessels & van Lente 2008, 
741; Swan et al. 2010; Martin 2011; Bresnen & Burrell 2012.)
The Mode 2 approach seeks to describe the way in which 
the ability of individuals and groups to create new things, 
transcend traditional boundaries, combine diverse sources 
of information and competence, and innovate will beco-
me increasingly important in the future (Nowotny, Scott 
and Gibbons 2001; Hessels & van Lente 2008). The essen-
ce of ’knowing’ has changed from the act of remembering 
and repeating to an ability to find and utilise information. 
To this, Jorgensen (2005, 51) strongly integrates a collabora-
tive element, whereby utilising information, knowledge and 
competence together with others produces success, which at 
the same time creates social capital.
According to Gibbons et al. (1994), the prerequisites for 
Mode 2 knowledge production are: 
• new technologies, rapid communication, virtual spaces 
for interaction and communication
• the crucial importance of communication and com-
munication density, where communication expansion 
leads to a greater diversity of knowledge
• the possibility to utilise previous investments for know-
ledge infrastructure
• the expansion of higher education
• increased levels of communication and broader techno-
logy applications
• proliferation of sites with knowledge competences, 
whereby this knowledge surplus supports the emergen-
ce of Mode 2.
These prerequisites clearly emphasise the recent develop-
ment and importance of information flow and management 
and the active utilisation of virtual possibilities, which form 
a clear distinction to knowledge generated by academic, 
theoretical research. However, Mode 1 and Mode 2 know ledge 
coexist, and Mode 2 knowledge needs Mode 2 knowledge and 
develops from Mode 1 knowledge. Mode 2 knowledge pro-
duction requires a theoretical basis, constructed in multi- 
disciplinary interaction. Mode 2 knowledge production does 
not constitute experimental activity; it is a question of utili-
sing research-based knowledge within a new type of collabo-
rative competence production process. The theoretical basis 
and connection is emphasised in LbD processes as well in 
order to provide new competence and knowledge which is 
rooted in research.
Gibbons et al. (1994) discuss the density of interaction. This 
leads us to John Dewey, who pointed out that we should 
understand communication “as the establishment of coopera-
tion in an activity in which there are partners, and in which the 
activity of each is modified and regulated by partnerships” (Dewey 
1925/1981, 131). Communication constitutes the co-creation 
of something. Vanderstraeten & Biesta (2006, 165-166) have 
studied the added value of pragmatism to human commu-
nication, which is not a question of information but rather 
of meaning. Each person must first construct a specific mea-
ning individually. A shared understanding in interaction 
becomes shared property between participants, which exists 
in social practices and not in the thoughts of individuals (cf. 
Biesta 2004). These perspectives are clearly in line with the 
Mode 2 concept of ’socially distributed knowledge’.
Gibbons et al. (1994) characterise knowledge as follows:
Mode 1 knowledge refers to a conventional knowledge produc-
tion method in line with the so-called old paradigm; knowledge is 
produced and created in a researcher-oriented way within a speci-
fic discipline. this type of knowledge is mostly theoretical or expe-
rimental, hierarchical and static. the research problems are set 
and solved within a science community.
Mode 2 knowledge is produced (usually involves participation 
by users) in the context of application. Knowledge is created in a 
transdisciplinary and multidisciplinary framework. Knowledge 
can be characterised as heterogeneous and heterarchical (organi-
sational heterarchy), and is produced in social processes. Social 
accountability/responsibility, reflexivity and new forms of quali-
ty control are related to Mode 2 knowledge production. the five 
principles will be examined in more depth below.
Context of Application
Mode 2 knowledge production emphasises the importance 
of broad reflection, scrutiny and continuous negotiation - 
i.e. the importance of communication. Knowledge produc-
tion demands active participation by various actors and the 
social sharing of knowledge. Mode 2 does not carry the tra-
ditional meaning of ’applying knowledge to practice’, where 
theory is tested and developed further by means of practical 
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application. Conceptually, application is closely linked with 
discovery, which brings about new perceptions, knowledge, 
innovation and competence. A clear-cut distinction between 
science and technology becomes increasingly difficult. This 
is evident in the creation of innovation; the competitiveness 
of the innovation system is challenged by models for both 
cooperation and competition between producers of new 
knowledge and competence. (Gibbons et al. 1994.) Mode 2 
knowledge breaks the boundaries of conventional applied 
research and leads towards new competence and innovation, 
which cannot be envisaged at the start of the process.
MacLean, MacIntosh and Grant (2002, 191) stress that the 
context of application, particularly in Mode 2 knowledge 
production, means that the decisive factor is to produce 
useful knowledge and competence in a pragmatic way, 
reflected in research objectives, questions and practices that 
are discussed in mutual negotiation. In Mode 2, there is no 
need for knowledge transfer, whereas in Mode 1, the know-
ledge production is separated from practical application, 
both in space and time (Hessels and van Lente 2008, 741). 
Gray, Iles and Watson (2010) have also produced an interes-
ting article in the HRD field concerning the academic-prac-
titioner divide and reflected the findings in using the Mode 2 
knowledge production process.
Mode 2 knowledge has brought specific added value in deve-
loping applications towards new innovation and in produ-
cing innovation. The study on knowledge creation by Nona-
ka and Takeuchi (1995) contains the same basic elements as 
Mode 2 knowledge: abundance/density of interaction, know-
ledge processing and production also among organisations 
and companies, and shared ownership of knowledge. 
The dialogue between scientific debates is very interesting 
and fruitful, as the concept of tacit knowledge also plays a 
central role in Mode 2 knowledge production (Gibbons et al. 
1994, 24-25, 167-168). Organisations produce codified know-
ledge through writing and systematic storage, making it 
easy to use, teach and transfer. Tacit knowledge cannot be 
internalised by means of reading texts, as it resides in the 
experiences, thoughts, attitudes and conceptions of indivi-
duals - it is latently rooted. Today, experts actively partici-
pate in networks. These networks contain large amounts of 
tacit knowledge available to everyone. Examining the viabi-
lity of organisations, tacit knowledge is known to add a con-
siderable competitive edge. With a structure that allows tacit 
knowledge to become visible and available to others, Mode 
2 knowledge production carried out in interactive networks 
can provide a great deal of added value. The role of tacit 
know ledge in Mode 2 knowledge production promotes cultu-
ral convergence between companies and scientific commu-
nities. LbD processes allow students to meet experts in the 
working world and observe real life situations and discour-
se - learning constantly from the richness and foundation of 
tacit knowledge, which becomes explicit in action.
Learning by Developing is not designed to take place inside 
the higher education campus but instead in real life: among 
all stakeholders and partners in the region and networks. 
The learning process is taken where the places of applica-
tions are situated. In Learning by Developing, the context 
of application is described according to Taatila & Raij (2012, 
833) as follows:
”pragmatism favours action-oriented solutions where students 
create their own reality…pragmatic universities provide the stu-
dents with tools to accomplish real tasks in constantly evolving 
situations, and to use every situation as a learning experience…
the mission of UaSs is very praxis-oriented. the key mission is to 
develop students based on the expectations of working life, as well 
as co-operation with local communities. thus it is difficult to see 
how this could be best served by trying to reveal global scientific 
facts. the needs and situations of regions differ and evolve cons-
tantly as people and organizations change, and the important 
skills are application and implementation. this requires skill in 
interpretation of situations and competence to operate successful-
ly within them. thus the pedagogic philosophy selected in UaSs 
should fall within the interpretative paradigm.” (Taatila & Raij 
2012, 833.)
LbD processes in real life situations (see e.g. Taatila’s 2007 
‘Learning Business by Doing Real Business’) also open up a 
path to abductive reasoning as a sort of a methodological 
process, where you place new questions and use abductive 
reasoning for inventing new hypotheses. In Peirce’s (1992) 
thinking, there are also elements of ‘guessing instinct’ in 
connection with finding/inventing, and abduction can be 
seen as a way to produce new ideas (Paavola 2006, 33-34.) 
Other elements in abduction, according to Peirce, are: guess, 
insight, gut, observation, feeling, sensation, concept, iden-
tifying models, interrogation etc. In abduction, these ele-
ments are normally mixed up. (Paavola 2006, 56-57.) Abduc-
tion should be taken concretely in the centre of longstanding 
social, material and cultural environmental processes and 
not to be left solely to a conceptual level (Paavola 2006, 74).
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Transdisciplinarity
Transdisciplinarity plays a key role in Mode 2 knowledge 
production. It is defined by Gibbons et al. (1994) as follows:
”Knowledge which emerges from a particular context of applica-
tion with its own distinct theoretical structures, research methods 
and modes of practice but which may not be located on the prevai-
ling disciplinary map” (p.168)
“in the process of transdisciplinary knowledge…(integration) is 
not provided by disciplinary structures… but is envisaged and pro-
vided from the outset in the context of usage, or application in the 
broad sense specified earlier” (p. 27).
Transdisciplinarity is primarily a question of solving a parti-
cular problem rather than the establishment of a new discip-
line. According to Scott (2005), transdisciplinary knowledge 
does not necessarily stem from present-day disciplines, and 
it is produced in many forms and in the most diverse places.
According to MacLean et al. (2002, 191), in transdiscplinary 
problem-solving, the skills of the participants are inte grated 
within the framework of the activity, where interwoven 
empirical elements and a theoretical consensus arise and 
develop throughout the process as practical solutions and 
theory construction; these cannot be distinctly categorised 
into certain disciplines. The results of the process are reflec-
ted and transferred to the subsequent activities of those 
involved in the project; this creates unpredictable dynamics, 
which are difficult to steer. This can be described as ’problem 
solving capability on the move’.
Gibbons et al. (1994) summarise the four distinct features of 
transdisciplinarity:
• evolving framework for problem-solving, which steers 
endeavours for problem-solving, i.e. issues are not fina-
lised beforehand
• a contribution to knowledge: the development of inhe-
rent theoretical structures, research methods and 
practices, which may not be applicable to a traditional 
scientific field
• knowledge results are transferred and diffused as early 
as during their production, which thus demands parti-
cipation. The results are circulated and developed faster 
in new problem-solving situations than through pro-
fessional journals or conferences.
• transdisciplinarity consists of dynamic activity in 
which interaction networks are maintained by both 
official and unofficial means. The dynamic and change-
able character of research makes it difficult to forecast 
new contexts of application.
According to Hessels and van Lente (2008, 741), transdis-
ciplinarity refers to the mobilisation of a range of theore-
tical perspectives and practical methodologies in order to 
solve problems. In Mode 2, interaction between disciplines 
is much more dynamic so that transdisciplinarity goes even 
beyond interdisciplinarity. Once a theoretical consensus is 
reached, it can no longer be easily reduced to disciplinary 
parts. 
Working life is not organised by disciplines. Transdiscipli-
narity is one of the main objectives of Learning by Develo-
ping, and it has been further developed and operationalised 
in Laurea’s multidisciplinary campuses, where it is natural 
to work together with teachers and experts from other dis-
ciplines. This has also required pedagogical leadership so 
that the teaching staff has not been allowed to work on a solo 
disciplinary basis or build their own closed communities 
inside the campus. Transdisiplinarity comes naturally from 
LbD’s starting point, which is a genuine, working life–rela-
ted research and development project (Raij 2007). 
Heterogeneity and Organisational Diversity 
The interactive and participatory process clearly distin-
guishes Mode 2 from Mode 1 knowledge production. As a 
result of both human and financial resources being trans-
ferred and implemented in a completely new way, Mode 2 has 
become an influential operator in the context of the dynamic 
global market and social challenges. This enables knowledge 
production and joint development within strict time frames 
- involving participants even on a global scale. (Gibbons et 
al. 1994.) In Mode 2 knowledge production, organisational 
heterarchy refers to knowledge production in diverse loca-
tions and different knowledge-intensive organisations, such 
as ’think tanks’. (Scott 2005, 53.)
Heterogeneity and organisational diversity are described by 
Gibbons et al. (1994) by three main features:
• increase of knowledge-producing sites
• linkage of sites through communication networks
• recombination and reconfiguration of the sites behind 
the above-mentioned sites.
Networks are important for heterogeneity and organisa-
tional diversity, which constantly develop institutions and 
communities that evolve. Diverse networks are also seen to 
create new perceptions. Gibbons et al. (1994) present the con-
cept ’hybrid forum’ referring to a meeting point for different 
operators, which can also function as a new market place for 
knowledge and expertise.
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Heterogeneity and organisational diversity in new com-
petence and knowledge production are closely linked with 
the knowledge creation aspect of theories on expertise. In 
research discourse, expertise can be seen from different 
perspectives. According to Hakkarainen, Palonen and Paavo-
la (2002), research on expertise can be classified from three 
viewpoints: 
• expertise as information gathering (cognitive view); 
• expertise as participation in an operational culture 
(participatory view); or 
• expertise as knowledge creation (creative view). 
These perspectives are complementary, but the creative view 
is a new kind of approach that combines the best parts of the 
cognitive and participatory views and adds to them the idea 
that expertise contains a strong creative element that allows 
for competent, situation-appropriate actions in a renew able 
context. Experts work flexibly and intuitively and do not 
need to stop and think about what theory should be applied 
to each task. (Tynjälä 2008; Helle, Tynjälä & Vesterinen 2006.) 
In theories that emphasize the knowledge creation 
aspect of expertise, Bereiter & Scardamalia (1993) combine 
the individual and social points of view, whereas Nonaka & 
Takeuchi (1995) focus more on the social approach. Accor-
ding to Hakkarainen et al. (2002), a shared operating culture 
could be called an innovative information society. (Tynjälä 
2008; Kallioinen 2007.) These theoretical approaches have 
a distinct connection with Mode 2 knowledge production, 
which boosts a deeper understanding of mutual knowledge 
production. This article does not, however, further expand 
on these notions, but as both approaches focus on compe-
tence and knowledge production, it is important to define 
Mode 2 knowledge production within the context of studies 
on expertise. Different perspectives enrich and provide dee-
per meanings.
Taatila and Raij (2012) have discussed the action–based 
approach of knowledge which, especially in larger RDI pro-
jects, can well be applied to the principle of heterogeneity 
and organisational diversity, as along the learning process 
the roles of the actors may change and new modes or plat-
forms of communication is created and used. 
Social Accountability and Reflexivity
Mode 2 knowledge production is deeply rooted in the daily 
operations of communities, making social impact and res-
ponsibility naturally important. Explicit value reflection by 
individuals and groups involved in Mode 2 knowledge pro-
duction is another related aspect.
According to Scott (2005, 53), reflexivity means that know-
ledge production is not established on objective research, 
but is more a question of dialogue between researcher and 
participant/target. Reflexivity mainly refers to knowledge 
production in communal discussion, where participants 
are required to observe the research process also from each 
other’s viewpoint. This leads to an increasingly reflexi-
ve form of study, and promotes a deeper understanding of 
the research process. Broader levels of communication and 
transparency, heightened awareness and sensitivity to the 
starting points of participants and their opportunities to 
influence, the discussion of power structures and increased 
public interest in the purpose of research have led to more 
diverse interests and participation. (MacLean et al. 2002, 
191-192.)
Social accountability and reflexivity are embedded in LbD 
processes as they always involve several rounds of interac-
tion and development together with partners. Gibbons et 
al. (1994, 3-6) argue that the knowledge produced in applied 
studies is based on wider shared deliberation and analysis. 
Knowledge and competence are produced through conti-
nuous dialogue, and cannot be produced without involving 
the interests of the participants in the work. This dialogi-
cal process has the capacity to incorporate multiple views 
enabling researchers to become more aware of the societal 
consequences of their work (Hessels and van Lente 2008, 742). 
From the point of view of teaching at Laurea, this emphasi-
ses the need for networking competence for teachers, as well 
as a new concept of knowledge, in which competence and 
knowledge are co-created in a socially accountable way. This 
points out the significance of the authenticity and partner-
ship that lie at the heart of LbD, and raises the importance of 
transformative teaching in this kind of participatory, proces-
sual work.
Quality Control
Argumentation related to Mode 2 knowledge has been deve-
loped further in the publication by Nowotny, Scott & Gib-
bons (2001), which also emphasises themes on quality cont-
rol in new competence and knowledge production, and also 
in an article by Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons (2003). According 
to Nowotny et al. (2001), the conventional view on reliable 
knowledge as the final goal or absolute value of scientific 
research forms an insufficient definition in an increasingly 
open information environment. As knowledge is no longer 
solely targeted at the scientific community, but at diverse 
stakeholders, including knowledge producers, distributors, 
intermediaries and users, it must be socially sustainable. 
According to Scott (2005, 53), it is not even possible to define 
traditional peer evaluation groups for evaluating the quali-
ty of Mode 2 knowledge; hence, new types of quality criteria 
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and practices have been developed in the context of new 
know ledge. The quality of new competence and knowledge 
is also evaluated when used in its own context of application. 
According to Gibbons et al. (1994), Mode 1 and Mode 2 quality 
control can be examined as follows:
• Definition of success, Mode 1 – excellence of acade-
mic research (evaluation by disciplinary peers as key 
element)
• Definition of success, Mode 2 – efficiency or useful-
ness (wide range of quality control procedures as key 
element). Efficiency or usefulness must be evaluated 
according to what added value the research has genera-
ted in the comprehensive solution of a transdisciplinary 
problem.
Mode 2 knowledge production occurs in the context of app-
lication - in the meeting point of daily activities; hence, the 
evaluation of the reliability/usefulness of the results also 
takes place in a practical context. This allows the develop-
ment and application of different types of evaluation met-
hods, which on the other hand, may hinder the comparabili-
ty of results and the evaluation of long-term impact.
According to Gibbons et al. (1994), the following questions 
assist in evaluating the quality and especially the impact of 
Mode 2 knowledge and research results:
• If found, can the solution be competitive on the market?
• Is it cost efficient?
• Is it socially acceptable?
Clear, simple, new types of questions enable the evaluation 
of impact and results in each situation to be steered closer 
to the actor and user interface. At the same time, quality 
control gains new dimensions compared to conventional 
research evaluation, although traditional research criteria 
cannot be abandoned completely. A systematic and metho-
dological approach is a key element in Mode 2 knowledge 
production. 
According to Hessels and van Lente (2008, 742), the new 
forms and criteria of quality control don’t mean that Mode 
2 research is generally of a lower standard, although they 
claim for further empirical research and better coherence for 
Mode 2 in their article. 
As LbD processes are integrated in RDI, it normally means 
that the quality control is systematically operated as a nor-
mal part of the projects – mid-term evaluations and final 
evaluations, which are well documented. The results of the 
process are also discussed and analysed along the process so 
that the process can be re-tuned if necessary in order to recei-
ve the best possible results.
In general, quality enhancement is becoming increasing-
ly more important. Quality enhancement is also strongly 
linked to the view of (Milthers 2011, 90) that in the current 
ongoing reform, universities need to operate at the fore-
front of research, education and innovation.  There should, 
therefore, be strong institutional frameworks if they wish 
to belong to the top group of universities, which includes 
know ledge production processes. Only constant renewal will 
guarantee a position as a key institutional player. The stake-
holders are supposed to continue developing structures and 
study fields, while at the same time maintaining trust in the 
long-term changes made earlier. (Kallioinen 2013.)
Concerning the production of new knowledge, Laurea’s 
pedagogical framework, with strong RDI integration and 
student-centredness, have been brought under evaluation as 
Laurea has applied for nominations as a Center of Excel lence 
by FINHEEC. In the nomination as a Centre of Excellence in 
education for 2010-2012, Laurea’s theme for the application 
was ‘Student-centred R&D integrated into learning’. In their 
feedback, the FINHEEC evaluation group (Auvinen et al. 
2010, 146-148) made the following statements: 
”Outcomes:  Laurea’s evidence is mainly qualitative. the gene-
rally high level of results indicates that student-centric r&D is a 
good choice for pedagogy at a university of applied sciences. among 
univer¬sities of applied sciences in Finland, Laurea produces the 
high¬est number of ectS credits from r&D. in addition, the stu-
dents’ participation in publication, project preparation and even 
project management activities proves that they are central actors 
in Lau¬rea’s r&D operations.  as the pedagogical model becomes 
established evenly through¬out Laurea, the students’ annual r&D 
involvement level may rise further.”
”Summary of evaluation results: one of the particular 
strengths of r&D activities at Laurea is the role of students as 
central actors taking responsibility. Laurea has the will to con-
tinuously develop and improve its pedagogical model. other 
strengths are Laurea’s open interaction with its operating environ-
ment, its agil¬ity in responding to the needs of the environment, 
and the appar¬ent functionality of its management model.”
Some of the challenges that were discovered were implemen-
ting the pedagogical model more comprehensively through-
out the institution and taking care of the competence and 
coping ability of teach¬ers in the turmoil of change (Auvi-
nen et al. 2010, 146-148).  This feedback, with its statements, 
is linked to the principle of quality control in production of 
new knowledge and competences.
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Laurea’s international evaluation processes (e.g. Vyakarnam 
et al. 2008), feedback and reports have had their own specific 
role, especially in the development of the pedagogical model 
of Learning by Developing (LbD). They have brought inter-
national insight about higher education pedagogy close to 
actors and opened perspectives to common European higher 
education pedagogy. (Kallioinen 2013.) The main objective in 
all Europe is to boost economy and lift up the competence 
level of the nations as well as to produce new knowledge and 
new competence.
Reflecting Mode 2 and the LbD action model 
This article is an effort to expand and further elaborate the 
ideas of LbD and its pragmatic roots in  the area of Mode 2 
knowledge production. In the table below, there is a com-
parison between Mode 2 principles and the dimensions and 
perspectives of the LbD action model. My argument is that 
these two perspectives, Mode 2 and LbD in knowledge and 
competence production, are intertwined and strongly sup-
port each other in various development processes aiming to 
produce knowledge and competences. 
Mode 2 Principles LbD connection to Mode 2 Knowledge
Connection to Context of 
Application
• authenticity and experiential nature as core dimensions in LbD. 
• pragmatism, abductive reasoning
• action orientation, problem solving, creativity 
• practical experimentation 
• real- life tasks, projects, phenomena
Transdisciplinarity • research orientation as LbD dimension 
• multi- and transdisciplinary RDI projects across all educational fields and in coopera-
tion with academic universities as well
Heterogeneity and Organisa-
tional Diversity
• partnership as LbD dimension
• promotion of multidisciplinary team work
• contacts with decision makers on various levels (regional, national, ministry, commit-
tee and institutional level) 
• participatory teams, steering groups in projects
• involving teachers, students, partners, changing roles in the process
• objective to reduce hierarchy and involve participants
Social Accountability and 
Reflexivity
• reflexivity is promoted by involving different stakeholders in LbD project participa-
tion, reporting, and team- and steering- group activities 
• social responsibility as one of the core values in LbD
Quality Control, Added Value 
from R&D Activities
• well-designed sharing of project results produce knowledge and competence during 
the process, and diffusion of the results to different operators. 
• the usefulness and reliability of the results are evaluated in the context of use. 
• LbD projects enable process and service innovation.
• overall systematic quality control and quality enhancement also nationally and 
internationally
table 1. Mode 2 principles compared to LbD action model (Kallioinen 2014)
In the figure below (Fig 1), the outcome of this reflective 
article is displayed in an illustration where LbD dimensions 
and Mode 2 perspectives are linked together so that the com-
parison can be more easily discussed and evaluated. From the 
point of view of LbD and Mode 2, the dimensions and pers-
pectives in knowledge production processes, development 
projects and learning situations are supporting each other 
and clarifying the main objectives of these kinds of activi-
ties. Somehow, they seem to build a kind of a value network 
and thus give a broader meaning in the concept of ‘new pro-
duction of knowledge’. 
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Figure 1. Mode 2 knowledge production in Learning by Developing. (Kallioinen 2014.)
In LbD projects, there is a process-like nature of the research 
activities, time-span in the development of the process, the 
significance of a transdisciplinary competence communi-
ty and diverse, as well as active, distribution of the results 
during the different stages of the project and at the end. 
In future, demanding more active user participation, an 
emphasis on user orientation and new combinations of com-
petence areas are likely to become increasingly important in 
project processes of this type.
Conclusion
The Mode 2 approach should be more profoundly and sys-
tematically designed and adopted for research, development 
and innovation activities in the context of current know-
ledge and competence production processes in the LbD 
action model. The mode 2 approach steers RDI process plan-
ning towards increasingly participatory, dynamic and crea-
tive forums of new competence production and, hence, it 
will enhance learning. Transdisciplinarity as participation 
that transcends scientific borders should be taken into con-
sideration when seeking to produce new innovation, ser-
vices, work methods and products. The LbD projects often 
demonstrate a great deal of multidisciplinarity, but this in 
itself does not constitute the type of transdisciplinarity pre-
sented by Gibbons et al. (1994). Transdisciplinarity involves 
moving from field-specific competence entities to shared 
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competence production, breaking the barriers between dis-
ciplines in new, creative and unconventional ways.
Mode 2 knowledge is produced in knowledge-creating com-
munities, such as the teaching community in universities of 
applied sciences and e.g. LbD teacher teams with partners 
from the working life. Teacher teams are characterised by a 
supportive and close-knit working culture but openness to 
dialogue. Himanen (2007) highlights the importance of an 
enriching community and its significance for creative acti-
vity. Partnership based on respect and fairness can kindle 
trust, which, according to Himanen (2004; 2007), is the pre-
requisite for communities that work creatively and passio-
nately in order to achieve a shared goal. An enriching com-
munity gives rise to innovation and creativity, which can 
only arise in an atmosphere of freedom. Innovators should 
have the freedom to work creatively towards the vision, but, 
on the other hand, this freedom must be earned through 
achievement. (Himanen 2007.) Social and cultural realities 
have a great impact on the communal creation of knowledge, 
and cooperation and interaction skills are, therefore, highly 
important in the process. It can even be claimed that the most 
intelligent individuals cannot by themselves even come close 
to the results achieved by a network-based community that 
works together, and which establishes a common interest 
and objective and commits to these wholeheartedly.
Universities of applied sciences have excellent possibili-
ties to develop R&D activities in a way that brings Mode 2 
know ledge and new competence production increasingly to 
the fore. The structures of research activities already exist, 
as does the need for workplace renewal. Strengths inclu-
de a high standard of competence, close employer part-
nerships and flexibility of research activities. Networking 
is important for universities of applied sciences, which in 
itself promotes official and unofficial interaction channels 
that characterise Mode 2 knowledge. A potential challenge 
of Mode 2 knowledge production may involve its transdis-
ciplinary approach; solutions are sought in unconventional 
ways, working in a community with operators that repre-
sent completely different starting points. The evolving fra-
mework for problem solving and the related unpredictable 
dynamics require a readiness to change and, as far as the 
research process is concerned, an ability to operate and make 
decisions according to the situation. Further conflict may be 
caused by the creation of new R&D methods and practices 
that bring about new things, which may not have a counter-
part in the field of conventional science. Similarly, fail-proof 
criteria do not exist for evaluating the impact and reliability 
of Mode 2 knowledge. As a result, particular responsibility 
and ethics become important in creating functional criteria 
and practices for evaluating Mode 2 knowledge as well as in 
applying current evaluation criteria for R&D project proces-
ses that produce Mode 2 knowledge.
More profound awareness of Mode 2 knowledge needs to be 
established among staff operating in LbD processes. Dis-
cussions targeted at especially developing the evaluation of 
impact and reliability should be launched. Such discussion 
would allow the sharing of best practices and engagement in 
justified argumentation on the usefulness and targets of new 
evaluation methods and criteria. 
From a broader perspective, joint development of the Euro-
pean Higher Education Area challenges higher education 
institutions to take on a key role as actors and pioneers of 
the innovation system. Higher education institutions are 
supported in the task by multidisciplinary and transdiscip-
linary cooperation between the business community and 
universities, activation of competence and social dialogue. 
Research and development activities based on Mode 2 kno-
wledge production create excellent prerequisites for effe-
ctive innova tion, which at best generates new competence 
and know ledge, products, services and working methods, 
renewed work culture as well as processes and social inno-
vation. Thus, applied research conducted at universities of 
applied sciences gains a new, wider meaning, which is more 
apt at describing the type of RDI in which they engage. 
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Introduction
Learning by Developing (later LbD) is a pedagogical model, 
which has been developed in Laurea University of Applied 
Sciences (later UAS) in co-operation between practical edu-
cators and research. Pirinen (2013b, 53) counts the starting 
point of LbD from 2003. LbD connects to the wider tradi-
tion of the reformation of higher education. The LbD shares 
similarities with certain constructionism-based learning 
theories and the theory of activity. In international review, 
LbD was compared with Problem Based Learning (later PBL), 
which is an older pedagogical innovation in the field of hig-
her education. Evaluators found major overlaps, but also 
major differences between LbD and PBL. The major differen-
ce was that PBL focuses directly on the curriculum, whereas 
LbD has a more open and flexible approach toward the cur-
riculum level. Authenticity is the first value of LbD. In PBL 
there is no requirement of working with authentic problems. 
Research and development orientation is more explicit in the 
LbD principles than in PBL.  (Raij 2013, 13; Vyakarman, S. and 
others 2008, 32-33.)
Laurea University of Applied Sciences has selected a prag-
matic philosophy of education as the basis of its pedagogic 
strategy (Raij 2013, 7). The pragmatic philosophy of edu-
cation has its roots in the thinking of John Dewey.  Dewey 
sees education as a process of living and not preparation for 
future living. The school must represent present life. The 
teacher is not in the school to impose certain ideas, but, ins-
tead is there as a member of the community. Education must 
be conceived as a continuing reconstruction of experience. 
(Dewey 1984, 442-450.) 
Pihlström (2004, 52) has proposed that pragmatic-naturalis-
tic educational philosophy seems to be a good worth basis 
for UAS´s. He sees that if UAS´s  strive to become institu-
tions where scientific research will dominate,  they rebuild 
the boundary between theory and practice and thus reject 
the pragmatism of Dewey. Taatila & Raij (2012, 832) speak 
about interpretive paradigm, which sees the social world as 
an ever-changing place and is compatible with pragmatism. 
The rules determined in the first situation are not necessari-
ly true in the next. From this follows, that students should 
learn the process of discovery and self-sufficiency as much 
as the facts that are discovered. Taatila and Raij (2012, 839) 
reported that interpretive paradigm is embedded in Finnish 
UAS´s. 
Abstract
In this article, I try to ascertain whether or not common theories of higher education management and leadership are valid 
concerning the pedagogical activities in LbD. The article is a meta-analysis of empirical researches and participating obser-
vation. The main findings are that the leadership of LbD in Laurea has been strong in strategic matters, but the communica-
tive element  has  been too weak,  especially in the former years of the LbD´s implementation.  The leadership has had,  in the 
beginning,  more features of transactional leadership, but has,  during the 2000´s,  developed more towards transformational 
leadership, even to adhocracy. 
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According to Fränti and Pirinen (2005, 54), LbD connects two 
traditions of professional higher education pedagogy: lear-
ning and developing. Learning comes from vocational edu-
cation. Developing is higher education,  which is based on 
research. Raij (2007, 8) states that Dewey´s central concepts 
of experience , value, action and knowledge can be found in 
the context of the UAS´s.  A UAS can be seen as being part 
of a surrounding region and the world of work – rather than 
existing for it. 
LbD integrates competence-producing learning and an inno-
vative R&D project. The stages are built by the new learning 
possibilities that are created as the R&D project progresses. 
The characteristics of the LbD model are authenticity, expe-
riential nature, partnership, research- oriented approach 
and creativity. Authenticity arises from the genuine work life 
projects that form the learning environment. Partnership 
refers to cooperation among students, lectures, working life 
partners and users. At Laurea higher education is recognised 
from the perspective of an investigative approach; in a hig-
her education context, developing working life and produ-
cing new types of innovation are closely linked to research. 
(Raij 2013, 12-13.)
As LbD greatly differs from traditional pedagogical 
approaches in  higher education,  it also puts new demands 
on the management and leadership in higher education ins-
titutions.  The writer has been the rector of Laurea from 1996 
– 2011 and has, therefore personal experience from mana-
gement and leadership concerning the LbD model. In this 
article, I try to ascertain whether or not theories of higher 
education management and leadership are valid concerning 
the pedagogical activities in LbD. There is also some empi-
rical research, which has handled management and leader-
ship in LbD, and I will try to form a synthesis of them. (Anti-
kainen 2005, Pirinen 2013a &b, Vidgren 2009.)  There is also 
the concern about changing teachership, which has been the 
theme for instance in the theses of Auvinen (2004) and Mäki 
(2012). I also take the freedom, following the tradition of par-
ticipating observation in using my own experiences as rector 
of Laurea.
Management and leadership in higher 
education institutions
Beairsto (2007, 360) sees that organisations have moved from 
a rigid machine bureaucracy  to a less tightly -coupled pro-
fessional bureaucracy with occasional excursions into free 
flowing adhocracy. According to him, this is a universal 
phenomenon, but particularly relevant in professional pub-
lic organisations such as education and health and in private 
business enterprises engaged in knowledge work.
Machine bureaucracy has a classic pyramidal hierarchical 
structure with standardised responsibilities, qualifications, 
communication channels and work rules. It is primarily con-
cerned with control in order to eliminate uncertainty and 
variation. (Beairsto 2007, 360.)
Professional bureaucracy utilises the routinized beha-
viour that defines the term bureaucracy. It differs from the 
machine bureaucracy in that it involves more holistic work 
at the delivery end and thus has fewer layers of middle mana-
gement. It also differs from the machine bureaucracy in that 
its standards of practice largely originate outside the orga-
nisation in the self-governing of bodies of the professions 
involved. The authority of expertise replaces hierarchical 
authority. In the professional bureaucracy, the work of pro-
fessionals is too complex to be supervised directly. The pro-
fessional bureaucracy often suffers from weak coordination. 
It is a collection of individuals who draw on common resour-
ces and support services but otherwise prefer to be left alone 
and resist external control. In changing environments, pro-
fessional bureaucracy tends to force new problems into old 
schemes.  (Beairsto 2007, 360-361.)
Adhocracy, as stated by Beairsto, means a structural con-
figuration that fuses experts from different disciplines into 
smoothly functioning ad hoc project teams. Adhocracy 
breaks from the classical principles of administration, 
especially unity of command. The form adapts itself easi-
ly to innovation. When problems are not well understood, 
and there is a need to develop new solutions rather than 
apply old ones, particularly when this requires multidiscip-
linary teams rather than single professions, the professio-
nal bureaucracy is pushed towards adhocracy. For example, 
hospitals and universities, which are professional bureauc-
racies in their routine clinical and teaching work, adopt an 
adhocratic form in their research functions. (Beairsto 2007, 
361-362.)
Beairsto defines leadership as an act of influence involving 
reciprocal relationships through which members of an 
organisation or community construct common meanings, 
build capacity and enhance their ability to achieve shared 
goals. It is based more on personal credibility than authori-
ty. Manage ment describes acts of positional authority that 
ensure compliance with roles and responsibilities. Leader-
ship and management are parts of administration.  Neither 
leadership nor management alone is sufficient to  ensure 
effective administration. It is important to understand 
their relative strengths and the relationship between them. 
(Beairsto 2007, 362.)
Distributed leadership is, according to Beairsto, the 
ideal. Leadership viewed in this way is the net effect of 
1
1 beairsto uses big start  letters in terms Machine bureaucracy, professional bureaucracy and adhocracy.
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relationships at all levels throughout the organisation that 
invite full engagement, recognise contributions, permit 
influence and enable adaptive learning. An organisation that 
expects distributed leadership will develop potential that 
might otherwise remain latent or be only partly expressed. 
(Beairsto 2007, 368.)   
The concept educational leadership is near distributed lea-
dership. It emphasis the empowering and group process of 
the leadership.  In the work community, there is a need to 
distribute the expertise so that it has a pedagogical dimen-
sion for all of the members of the community. (Af Ursin 2012, 
98-100.) The former meaning of educational leadership has 
had a more technical meaning. This kind of interpretation 
has also been present in former vocational institutes. Mahla-
mäki-Kultanen (1998, 151) reports in her study, that teachers 
of vocational institutes expressed very little positive expec-
tations about the rector´s pedagogical management. Accor-
ding to af Ursin, educational leadership  is mentioned first 
in 1976,  as the opposing part of the administrative work 
of a rector. It was defined as organising and directing the 
teaching in the school. (af Ursin 2012, 81-82.) Rauhala (2002, 
65-68) used the concept in this meaning regarding univer-
sities of applied sciences. He listed the main tasks of educa-
tional leadership as follows: the steering of the student flow, 
the follow-up and supporting of the studies, the making and 
accepting of the work time schedule, the quality assurance 
of the learning and the promotion of the strategic aims of a 
UAS in his or her own unit. He emphasised the importance 
of a regular follow-up of student feedback. Nikander (2003, 
91) states in her study concerning leadership in UAS´s, that 
the pedagogical strategy work of UAS´s emphasised the con-
tent of educational leadership. Laurea was one of the first 
UAS´s which prepared a pedagogical strategy in 2002, which 
was based on the first thoughts of LbD. 
According to Nikander (2003, 271-277, 323), leadership in 
UAS´s manifested in five dimensions: positivity of the lea-
der´s self-knowledge, exemplary nature of the leader´s beha-
viour, ability of the leader to work with others, leadership as 
a collective profession and threatening of affective factors. 
Nikander´s data was collected from Häme UAS, and respon-
dents were either programme leaders (42 %) or foremen of 
support activities, not including the top management. 
Kohtamäki (2013, 342) evaluates that Finnish higher educa-
tion institutions have recently started to develop and 
strengthen their management systems, which reflects a 
trend connected to managerialism. The context of manage-
ment in Finnish UAS´s is very demanding because of nume-
rous stakeholder groups and various national, regional and 
local interests. Process management, strategic management 
and performance management are examples of the domi-
nant management environments in the UAS´s. 
Kohtamäki (2013, 342-343) has used in a study concerning 
managing teaching and R&D in Finnish UAS´s the frame-
work of two leadership styles. Transactional leadership is an 
exchange-based system in which the transaction deals with 
the requirements and rewards available if the requirements 
set are achieved. In the case of non-compliance with the 
requirements a punitive system may operate. Transforma-
tional leadership is concerned with charisma, inspirational 
motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualised con-
sideration. In her paper,  Kohtamäki assigns the label of tran-
sformational style, when dominant management and leader-
ship orientation exhibits features of interactive and regular 
communication between leaders and employees (dialogic), 
openness and the involvement of individuals from all staff 
and student groups (participative) or paying attention to 
their work and motivations (supportive). The label of trans-
actional style is applied when the prevailing management 
and leadership appear to comply with strategies and meet 
requirements set (dictatorial), practice directing, regulating 
and control (controlling) or emphasise hierarchy and aut-
hority with requirements to follow formal rules and orders 
(bureaucratic).
Comparing  the frameworks of Beairsto and Kohtamäki,  we 
can see the concepts overlap so that the transactional leader-
ship style by Kohtamäki is similar to management concept 
used by Beairsto. Kohtamäki defines the concepts paying 
attention to the content of communication. Beairsto starts 
more from the features of the organisation culture.
The empirical findings of Kohtamäki (2013, 344) show, 
that in Finnish UAS´s there was a clear difference between 
senior managers and middle managers. Senior managers 
were rectors, vice-rectors, R&D directors and teaching direc-
tors. Middle managers were heads of units and heads of study 
fields. The nature of institutional management was transfor-
mative in 89 % of answers of senior managers as opposed to 
55 % of answers of middle managers. Likewise, 11 % of senior 
managers evaluated the nature of institutional management 
as transactional, as opposed to 47 % of middle managers. 
Wide research MOPE (multidimensional UAS-teacher) 
completes the picture concerning the management of UAS. 
The research data covered 1622 teachers and middle mana-
gers. The results show that only 38 % of principal lecturers 
and 35 % of lecturers feel that the management of the UAS 
supported their work. The equivalent percentage of midd-
le managers was 53 %, which is near the results of Kohta-
mäki. Management was seen as separate from the work 
done by teachers. (Vanhanen-Nuutinen et al. 2013 a, 30, 43.) 
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The answers from the teaching staff reflected criticism and 
mistrust towards management of UAS´s. (Vanhanen-Nuuti-
nen et al 2013 b, 106.)
Kohtamäki (2013, 351-352) also found differences between 
both the other evaluations of senior and middle managers 
and between the transactional nature and transformative 
nature of the institution concerning management preferen-
ces. The viewpoints of senior and middle managers dimi-
nish when middle managers perceive transformational ins-
titutional management and leadership. Senior managers 
attach greater importance to R&D than middle managers do. 
When a transactional environment prevails, middle mana-
gers make a distinction between teaching and R&D, prefer-
ring teaching to R&D in their operative management. In a 
transformational environment, several methods and ways to 
integrate teaching and R&D are applied. The central internal 
groups, staff and students, are more important in the opi-
nions of senior and middle managers when transformational 
leadership is present.
Vuori (2011, 19, 26) has studied the leadership frames of pro-
gramme directors in Finnish UAS´s. She takes Bolman and 
Deal´s (1994) view of leadership as a starting point in her 
research. Leadership, in the research of Vuori, is a general 
term incorporating various forms of managerial and leader-
ship processes, avoiding the general term of management. 
So she agrees with the concepts used by Kohtamäki and is 
differing from Beairsto. 
Vuori (2011, 67-72) uses the reframing theory of Bolman and 
Deal (2008) as a framework of her study. Key concepts in 
reframing theory are the concept of frame and the structural, 
human resource, political and symbolic frames. In Bolman 
and Deal´s (2008) theory,  a frame is a cognitive framework, a 
lens which helps us to determine what is important and what 
is not, what to see, what to do, what information to collect 
and how to define problems. John Dewey and Erving Goff-
man have been sources of information to Bolman and Deal 
(2008). Leadership frames are used in a variety of ways: to 
solve problems, to interpret events, and to ignore matters 
that can be safely disregarded.  Frames influence what lea-
ders see and what they do. According to Bolman and Deal 
(2008), leaders should be able to reframe, to break the exis-
ting frame and see the organisation through a different kind 
of lens. The major thesis in Bolman and Deal´s (2008) theo-
ry is that multiframing makes leadership more effective. So 
multiframing is an essential skill in complex environments. 
The focus of the structural frame is on structure and orga-
nization; the focus of the human resource frame is on 
achieve ment of goals through collective action; the focus of 
the political frame is on monitoring internal and external 
environments and uses influence to mobilize needed resour-
ces; the focus of the symbolic frame is on interpretation 
of history and maintaining its culture and reinforcing its 
values. (Vuori 2011, 71.)
The structural frame incorporates the ideas of the school 
of thought of rationalistic systems theories, such as Taylor 
(1911/2004)  and Weber (1964). The human resource theory 
reflects the ideas of the human resource school of thought 
such as Mayo (1933/1992).  In the political frame, organisa-
tions are perceived to be composed of groups vying for power 
to control the allocation of scarce resources. In the politi-
cal frame, decisions are made through processes of bargai-
ning, influencing and coalition building. In order to achieve 
goals in an organization, the leader´s own agenda needs to 
show that the concerns of other stakeholders are taken into 
account. The  symbolic frame of Bolman and Deal´s (2008) 
reframing theory sees organisations as cultural systems of 
shared meanings. Leadership is seen as the construction and 
maintenance of systems of shared meanings, paradigms and 
shared languages and cultures. (Vuori 2011, 71-72.)
An interesting view, which Vuori (2011, 73) refers to, is 
Birn baum´s (1988) findings that the leader´s authority is 
defined by her/his subordinates. The zones of acceptance 
tend to be narrower among professionals. According to Birn-
baum (1988), this is the reason why faculties at community 
colleges are more willing to accept bureaucratic control than 
faculties at elite research universities. 
The phenomena referred to by Vuori and Birnbaum may also 
be relevant, when evaluating why managerialism has recei-
ved more critics in Finnish universities than in Finnish uni-
versities of applied sciences.
Vuori (2011, 73) also refers to the findings of Bergquist and 
Pawlak (2008), which show that in a managerial culture, 
instructional design is separated from teaching. Faculty 
members in administration spend a great deal time on speci-
fying outcomes and the instructional methods to be applied. 
The key values in managerial culture are efficiency and com-
petence. Leaders need to demonstrate their success through 
numbers. The strict managerial culture referred to by Vuori 
is clearly the basis for the newest state financing reforms in 
Finnish universities and UAS´s.
The findings of Vuori (2011, 143-144) based on interviews of 
programme leaders result in the conclusion that manage-
rialism has found a good home in Finnish UAS´s.  The first 
period of UAS´s was a constant struggle over operating  licen-
ces. It was a kind of accreditation process that was used for 
the first time in the history of Finnish higher education. At 
the same time, the global trend for tighter higher education 
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steering mechanisms has intensified. The programme direc-
tors need to use the structural frame defined by Bolman and 
Deal (2008) to work efficiently in Finnish UAS´s rational 
chain of command. 
The study of Vuori (2011, 145-148) showed that all program-
me directors interviewed used both the structural as well as 
human resource frame in their work.  The use of these two 
frames is the minimum requirement to survive in a middle 
management position. The programme director´s use of the 
structural frame is what is mostly expected by top manage-
ment and the use of the human resource frame is what is 
mostly expected by faculty. The large number of faculty 
members is the limiting factor for using the human resource 
frame, because the number of staff may be an even 50. Vuori 
sees that if spans of control will remain as wide as these, the 
loose couplings between teaching, administrative and colla-
borative arenas will continue. 
The common practice in Finnish UAS´s to elect programme 
leaders for a fixed period makes, according to Vuori (2011, 
147-148), the application of the human resource and the 
symbolic frames more difficult than if a programme direc-
tor is on a permanent basis. Vuori argues that the meaning 
making of a program director´s own position through the 
use of political and symbolic frames could serve as a way of 
building significance in a programme director´s work in a 
manner similar to the way in which teaching is rewarding 
to faculty. The role of a middle manager as a strategy imple-
menter, should according to Vuori, turn into a more dialo-
gic role, seeing that the change processes are only possible 
if someone in the organisation has time and skills to engage 
in an on-going discussion on the meaning and vision of the 
UAS organisation.
Vuori (2011, 151) sees that emphazing multiframing leader-
ship and defining the work of UAS middle management to 
encompass the use of the political and symbolic frames in 
addition to structural and human resource frames might be 
one of the solutions to support UAS´s endeavours towards 
their goals. 
There has been a strong tradition to emphasise that the 
management and leadership theories used in business life 
are not adaptable in education. Rajakaltio (2012, 105, 117)) 
sees them as results of neoliberalism trends in educational 
policy. She sees that  managerialism detaches the manage-
ment of the school from its functional context and substance 
and does not take into  account of  the complexity and exper-
tise of the school. Larsen (2013) analyses the European reform 
of higher education on the basis of Habermas (1986) From 
this orientation, the university is not exemplary of a life 
form that shall permeate the society as a whole. Performative 
expectations of all knowledge production inhibit the repro-
duction of valid cultural knowledge. Goals of employability 
dominate any educational pursuit and the construction of 
the effective person stands in contrast to the balanced view 
of the personality as a construction now to be found in the 
literature on empowerment and citizenship.
The trend described by Larsen is evident in the new university 
act of Finland, which widened the third task of universities. 
Universities are expected to interact with the surrounding 
society and to strengthen the impact of their research fin-
dings and artistic activities on society. They should work in 
cooperation with the surrounding society and promote the 
social impact of their research findings. (Raij 2013; Finnish 
Law, Act 558/2009.)  Pirinen (2013 a, 57) defines the focused 
university, which points to a type of organisational character 
in which growing university classes are needed for sustai-
nable development; universities can become robust as they 
develop capabilities built around a flexible and novel focus. 
Ylijoki and Ursin (2013) researched how changes in higher 
education policy have influenced academic researchers. The 
interviewed 42 researchers have largely experienced that aca-
demic autonomy has decreased and administrative duties 
load more and more. Part of those interviewed, however, saw 
the changes as being positive. These researchers were from 
the strategic core fields of the university or from the areas 
which were very appreciated within society.
The theoretical framework behind  LbD is different. It is 
based on an assumption that higher education institutions 
are part of society, and the demands of society to impact on a 
society are increasing. Starting from pragmatism, we can say 
that there is no dualism between thinking and doing; they 
are two sides of the coin (Raij 2013, 8-9). The ideas of Larsen 
(2013), based on Habermas (1986), say just the opposite.
Theoretical frameworks used by Rajakaltio and Larsen may 
be an explanation to the empirical results of Kohtamäki and 
Vuori concerning the tension between the top and midd-
le management of universities of applied sciences. The top 
management of higher education institutions has adap ted 
the philosophy of managerialism. The teachers live in a dif-
ferent world and experience the strategic management of the 
institution to be a threat towards their expertise. The midd-
le managers try to intermediate between the top manage-
ment and teachers. In the next chapter, we shall see what has 
happened for the teachership during the history of Finnish 
UAS´s.
According to Hyypiä (2013), the traditional theories of the 
leadership do not contribute enough to the challenges that 
globalisation, complexity and increasing uncertainty give 
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to the leadership. She recommends melting the leadership 
theories to the practice- based innovation processes. The 
essential knowledge is not in the management. The role 
of the management is to offer tools and arenas to promote 
development. 
Below is the summary of the main different management 
and leadership styles present in higher education.
Figure 1. Management and leadership styles and dimensions on higher education according to some researches.
The changing teachership in Finnish UAS´s
Auvinen (2004, 207-214) studied the change of work for 
teachers during the first years of UAS´s compared with for-
mer upper professional schools and institutes, which were 
the forerunners of the UAS´s. The research data consisted 
of interviews of principal lectures, senior lectures, repre-
sentatives of administration and representatives of business 
life. The main groups of work for teachers were pedagogical 
tasks, professional tasks, administrative tasks and economic 
tasks. Pedagogical tasks had continued to be the biggest part 
of the work, but their nature had changed. The amount of 
lectures had diminished and the share of independent work 
had increased.  Learning environments have been widened 
outside to business life and networks. The focus had been 
removed to before and after learning situations. The co-ope-
ration, both inside the UAS and with business life and other 
partners, had increased. Administrative work had increased 
especially in curriculum work and projects. RDI and regional 
development integrated to learning were only rising on the 
agenda in 2004, but Auvinen recognised them as the challen-
ges of the coming years.
Mäki (2012, 30, 39) has studied work cultures that are typi-
cal of the university of applied sciences from the teacher´s 
perspective. According to him there is a conflict between the 
traditional attitude to work and the postmodern attitude to 
work. The traditional attitude is expressed as loyalty towards 
the organisation, expectation of a life- long job and expec-
tation of stable unchanged work. The postmodern attitude 
seeks challenges. Mäki sees that under an organisation cul-
ture, there are different work cultures.
The empirical findings of Mäki (2012, 91-92), which were 
based on concept maps and individual and group interviews 
of teachers, showed that there was no consensus between 
the dominant culture of the organisation and the subcultu-
res of the organisation. The number of teachers included in 
the data was 38. The rites and rituals of the work community, 
which should be communicative, remain mantra speech on 
the organisation level without meaning for the teachers. The 
teacher´s experience is that they cannot fulfil the demands 
put on them by the UAS concerning teaching and RDI. 
Mäki (2012, 95, 103) used  the framework of Hargreaves (1999) 
analysing work cultures. His empirical findings showed that 
in Finnish UAS´s there were two different work cultures. 
One was a combination of a collaborative work culture and 
a moving mosaic work culture. Mäki saw that this work cul-
ture comprises conflicts and interpretations of  UAS-work 
























42 Learning by Developing Action Model
individual work culture, isolated in-group work culture and 
collaborative work culture. This work culture Mäki denomi-
nated substance and teaching-centred work culture. 
The first work culture manifested a positive attitude towards 
universities of applied sciences. The teachers regretted the 
old- fashioned attitudes of students towards learning. The 
students expected that teachers should distribute the know-
ledge, give lectures and traditional examinations instead of 
giving self-directive team tasks. The teachers experienced 
the directing elements of UAS to be unclear. Many teachers 
belonging to that culture were more committed to RDI-work 
and did not use  traditional classroom teaching as much. 
Also the most motivated teachers were tired of unexpected 
work tasks, which were mainly RDI- or business service tasks 
on top of the normal workload.  One group of teachers who 
belonged to that work culture had adopted a common lear-
ning philosophy and they were  strongly committed to the 
organisation. (Mäki 2012, 95-98.)
In the other work culture, the focus was individual work cul-
ture. The teachers watched strongly their own areas both in 
curriculum work and in teaching work. The guarantees of 
individual work culture were separate subgroups. The work 
of a teacher was classroom work. Own substance was sup-
ported by networking with other experts in the field.  Plan-
ning, teaching and follow-up were done alone. The role of a 
teacher was seen as a distributer of knowledge and the expert 
of substance knowledge. (Mäki 2012, 99-101.)
The representatives of the first work culture were orien-
ted towards learning concepts. They conceptualised their 
work by many work roles including RDI-work and regional 
development.
The representatives of the second work culture were orien-
ted towards teaching and conceptualised their work through 
teaching and classroom work. The qualifications demanded 
were different. In the first culture, collaborative working 
skills, command of one´s work and professional competence 
were preferred in the listed order. In the second work cultu-
re, the professional competence was the most important and 
then came communicative skills and the command of one´s 
work. (Mäki 2012, 108.)
In the first work culture by Mäki (2012, 122-123) the teachers 
were committed to the own organisation and to the profes-
sional development of the student.  In the second work cultu-
re, the teachers were committed to the professional develop-
ment of the student. Puusa (2007, 160) states in her research, 
the data of which were business education teachers, that the 
interviewed evaluated the difference between the own UAS 
and the others on the basis of own substance subject, not on 
the level of whole organisation. Thus they were representa-
tives of the second work culture defined by Mäki.
Kallioinen (2009, 15, 24-26) studied the challenges of teacher-
ship in LbD. The data used were a swot analysis of 13 teachers 
of Laurea. One conclusion was that the teachership in LbD 
is distributed educational leadership. The distributed lea-
dership must be accepted as an activity where all take part. 
In the swot analysis, there were slightly conflicting opinions 
concerning leadership in LbD. On the other side, it was eva-
luated that leadership is empowering and an enabler, but 
also top-down management was criticised in some swot 
analyses.
Laurea University of Applied Sciences adopted, in the begin-
ning of the 2000´s, the integration model, where pedagogy, 
research and development and regional development were 
seen as an integrated whole. This presupposed the new role of 
a teacher as a pedagogue, regional developer and researcher 
and developer. Lectures new roles in LbD can be identified 
as follows: 1) as preparers and organisers of the LbD imple-
mentation process; 2) as implementers and as 3) evaluators; 
to  this can be added mentor and partner for students. (Raij 
2013, 10-14; Taatila & Raij 2012, 838.)
The integration between teaching, RDI and regional deve-
lopment is possible only in the work culture, which Mäki 
defined as combination of a collaborative work culture and a 
moving mosaic work culture. This profound change was not 
easy, because it challenged the traditional role of a teacher. 
According to Raij (2013, 13) a pragmatic learning concept 
does not have a place in traditional classroom teaching. So 
there may be an inevitable conflict between the traditional 
and the new teachership.
Leadership in Learning by developing
In this chapter, I will handle the leadership of  LbD on the 
basis of rich research, which has been done during the 
2000´s. Leadership alone has not been the main theme of 
many researches, but many of the studies include empirical 
findings, which are interesting. The studies used are Anti-
kainen (2005),  Pirinen (2013a and 2013b), Puusa (2007) and 
Vidgren (2009).  There are also some evaluation reports con-
cerning the pedagogical and other activities at Laurea, which 
have been made by FINHEEC and Auvinen, Mäkelä and Peisa 
(2006). I was the rector of Laurea from 1996 to 2011, which 
also gave me the possibility to observe the leadership, even if 
the subjectivity may mislead my conclusions.
The research by Antikainen (2005) deals with the time, when 
LbD was in the starting phase.  Raij (2013, 10) sees Laurea 
UAS´s pedagogical strategy in 2002 as an important step 
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towards the holistic model of competence, which was theo-
retically presented in the thesis of Raij (2000, 126). The peda-
gogical strategy of Laurea was one of the first among Finnish 
UAS´s. 
The framework of Antikainen is Pekka Ruohotie´s (1993) 
model of the elements of growth-oriented atmosphere. 
Antikainen (2005, 63) uses the concept of transforming lea-
dership, which means leadership that enables organisatio-
nal development and learning and the psychological and 
technical empowerment of the staff. Like Kohtamäki Anti-
kainen sees transactional and transformative to be the dif-
ferent leadership styles. The empirical data of Antikainen 
(2005, 113) consisted of the whole staff of Laurea, of which 
208 members (61 %)  answered the internet survey represen-
ting all staff groups and units from 2001. In 2002, Antikainen 
interviewed seven teachers, deepening the analysis made by 
factor analysis. 
The findings concerning the growth possibilities of Lau-
rea were fairly good. Concerning the leadership, the best 
item was incentive leadership, the second best was strategic 
management and the weakest was rewarding the knowledge 
of the staff. The incentive leadership was mainly the task of 
middle managers. The staff was critical concerning the work 
of the top management in strategic management. This inclu-
ded inter alias acting as a forerunner, interpreting common 
values, following the development of units and responsi-
bility of the development of the staff. The most important 
improvement needs were in evaluating the knowledge of the 
staff and rewarding it.  The commitment and the growth 
motivation of the staff were very high. The workload was also 
very high. (Antikainen 2005, 140-141.)
The findings of Antikainen were very near the findings made 
by Kohtamäki and Vuori concerning the wider group of uni-
versities of applied sciences. Items of the administration 
were highest, the items  of teachers second highest and the 
items of the support staff lowest. (Antikainen 2005, 143.) 
What was also interesting was that the items concerning the 
strategic management were lowest with the staff of business 
education (Antikainen 2005, 147).
In Bayes-analysis, the role of the managing group as a 
demonstrator of the values was the most fundamental in the 
strategic management. In incentive management the atten-
tion to the proposals and hopes of the staff were the most 
fundamental. (Antikainen 2005, 158-159). 
The variables concerning strategic and incentive manage-
ment were, in the Bayes-analysis, independent of the variab-
les of the teacher/student relations (Antikainen 2005, 169). 
Puusa´s (2007), whose data included business education 
teachers, results showed that the images on the identity of 
the organisation differed between the management and the 
staff. The teachers felt that the values of the organisation 
were not seen on the everyday level. The teachers hoped that 
teaching should rise to the core function of the institution. 
The results of the curriculum evaluation made by Auvinen 
et al. (2006, 60) confirm the results reported above. It was 
recommended that there is much work to achieve the com-
mon vision. Also, these results confirm those of Kohtamäki, 
Vuori and Mäki reported above. 
The most important challenge concerning the top manage-
ment was to develop the communication to the staff about 
the aims of the UAS. The more understandable and cohe-
rent communication would  make the division of the labour 
and the aims of  the UAS clearer. It was recommended that 
the transforming and communicating of the management 
would promote the professional growth of the staff. (Anti-
kainen 2005, 239.)
Puusa (2007, 148) reports that the managers of Laurea 
thought that the members of the organisation knew the 
vision and strategy of Laurea. However, the members of the 
staff who were interviewed said that the vision and the stra-
tegy were very unclear and were on a very abstract level. The 
staff felt that they did not connect to their everyday work. 
There was some confrontation between the staff and the 
management in this. According to Puusa (2007, 154), the 
vision and the strategy of Laurea did not express the identity 
of the organisation. The staff saw that the core task of the 
UAS should be the high-level education. This shows that the 
main principles of LbD were not initialised in the group of 
the teachers, which were business education teachers at that 
time. The interviews happened during the time when LbD 
had been just introduced, about 2005. 
Puusa (2007, 151, 175) reports, that the staff in her data 
emphasised the education task of UAS and did not accept 
the three main tasks as being equal. The main obstacles were 
in resources. However the staff saw that the management of 
Laurea had succeeded in setting the aims of the organisa-
tion. The strong opinion was, however, that the management 
had not been successful in clarifying the vision to the staff. 
Puusa sees this to be a collective gulf between the aims set by 
the management and the everyday work of  the staff.
The findings of Puusa can be seen to demonstrate the organi-
sational culture defined by Beairsto as professional bureauc-
racy, which were not yet developed to adhocracy among the 
teachers who were included in her study.
Vidgren later studied the management of educational inno-
vation in Laurea. The reason for electing Laurea as the object 
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of  her research had been  Laurea´s success in the evaluations 
of the top units of FINHEEC.  It was uncommon,  that the 
whole UAS had been elected as a top unit. All other top units 
of UAS´s had been departments, study programmes and 
units of a UAS. Vidgren was interested  in how the innova-
tion was taken in use, developed and managed. The innova-
tion referred was LbD. (Vidgren 2009, 73-75.)
The data of Vidgren consisted of 28 team interviews of top 
and middle managers, pedagogical experts and teachers. In 
the second phase Vidgren sent two inquiries to experts in the 
field and had an expert panel including students, business 
life representatives and managers of UAS´s. (Vidgren 2009, 
78-84.) 
The findings showed told that the attitudes of the business 
education teachers had become more positive towards the 
LbD innovation, when they had noted the meaning of the 
innovation in their teaching work.  However, the commit-
ment of business education teachers to LbD changed by the 
units at Laurea. The attitudes of health care teachers were 
more positive towards LbD.  They made the strategy more 
concrete, and the strategies were taken into everyday use by 
teachers. The business education teachers experienced that 
LbD was more adaptive to health care studies than to busi-
ness studies. The top management emphasised the integra-
tion of LbD to the strategy work of Laurea. The important 
tool disseminating the innovation was common seminars, 
where the staff could modify LbD to be more suitable for 
their own work tasks. Middle managers evaluated that the 
teachers who were slow adaptors of LbD feared their ability 
to renew or failing in their tasks. (Vidgren 2009, 102-118 .) 
Vidgren differentiated the initial, implementation and eva-
luation phases of the LbD innovation. In the initial pha-
se, the UAS wanted to be a forerunner, and it searched for 
ideas to develop the professional knowledge of students, 
where teaching, RD and regional innovation are unified. 
The values and open organisation culture guided the work. 
The manage ment was proactive and brave in in its strategic 
thinking and the  pedagogical development was appreciated. 
(Vidgren 2009, 129-131.)
In the implementation phase, the innovation was clarified 
and the board accepted it in the pedagogical strategy. The 
top and middle managers were committed to the reform 
and the charasmatic management got the staff commit to 
the innovation. The management was charismatic. Research 
made by teachers was utilized in the development of the 
innovation. The action of the rector and top management 
was credible, and the middle managers were transmitters 
between the top management and the teachers. The teachers 
of health care appreciated the work of middle managers, but 
some teachers in the business education felt that the work 
of middle managers did not sufficiently support  the imple-
mentation phase. (Vidgren 2009, 130-131.)
In the evaluation phase a systematic feedback discussion was 
on. The dialogue was both national and international. The 
management regularly followed the results and achievement 
of the aims of  the reform. The management allowed critical 
discussion. (Vidgren 2009, 130-131.)
The final model of innovation, built by Vidgren (2009, 151) 
includes three circles, which form a spiral. The first is the 
circle of searching, the items of which are sensitivity to weak 
signals, pedagogical knowledge and its appreciation and a 
common vision. The second is the circle of developing and 
implementing. It includes concepts derived from research, 
middle managers supporting the staff and the commitment 
of management and staff.  The third is the circle of evalua-
tion and improvement. It consists of continuing dialogue 
and systematic and reliable evaluation. The innovation is 
cultural change, which is a learning process of the organisa-
tion following the values of the organisation. The managers 
are manifestations of the values and conform the activities, 
which are compatible with these values. 
The innovation model by Vidgren explains the differences 
concerning the management between Antikainen and Puusa 
on one side and Vidgren on the other side. According to 
Vidgren, an innovation is a long- lasting and partly coinci-
dental trip, which does not go straightforward. She sees the 
LbD-model as the framework of the pedagogical strategy, 
which guided the activities of teachers. The management 
had a strong strategic hold and clear vision of the aims of the 
reform. In the first the role of the management was critical. 
The middle managers were in the focus of change resistance 
and needed support from the top management. The mutual 
meetings of the top management and the middle managers 
were important to the commitment of the middle managers. 
(Vidgren 2009, 156-159).
It can be evaluated that in the evaluation phase near 2010 the 
organisational culture defined by Beiarsto has developed to 
adhocracy.
The business education teachers met more challenges in 
LbD. Vidgren sees  the reason for this being that the work 
habits of the business education teachers  is based more on 
working alone and networking with the business life was 
not so intensive. The other reason was the different educa-
tion and career path between the business teachers and the 
health care teachers. The business teachers had an academic 
background. The health care teachers had vocational educa-
tion before the academic education,  they had more practical 
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experience in the field, and they were used to cooperating 
with practical training places. Learning was the essential 
part of innovation. The findings of Vidgren explain, at least 
partly, the criticism referred to in Puusa (2007). (Vidgren 
2009, 160-163.)
In the studies of Pirinen (2013 a, 19-20, 27), the research 
question was to gain a deeper understanding and design of 
the structures, characteristics, factors and actualisations 
of regional development and R&D in the context of a UAS. 
One sub-question focused on how  the regional development 
could be understood, designed and actualised in a UAS from 
the perspective of the governance of externally funded R&D 
projects. The data were collected between May 2001 and Sep-
tember 2012.  So it covers the whole time period from the 
searching phase to the evaluation and improvement phase of 
LbD- innovation defined by Vidgren above.
According to Pirinen (2013a, 43), the leadership and manage-
ment of Laurea was based on a bottom-up, student-centric 
vision and relationship. It was also based on an orientation, 
management culture and philosophy in which the manage-
ment focus was on variations of power, mutual trust and 
authority relations as well as relationship management. Fol-
lowing Gibbons, Pirinen (2013a, 43-44) sees that there is two 
management approaches, mode 1 and mode 2.  Mode 1 is dis-
ciplinary  based on a disciplinary setting, where the creati-
vity of an individual is the driving force of development and 
is operated through disciplinary structures. The disciplinary 
mode includes control aspects as the consensual figure in the 
scientific community. The disciplinary mode is the same as 
the transactional leadership in the concept used by Kohta-
mäki above.
Mode 2 is an intellectual quality setting for management and 
leadership, which means that the creativity is collective as 
a group “co-creativity” phenomenon with the individual´s 
contribution. In mode 2 the management and steering are 
exercised as a socially extended process, which accommo-
dates a variety of interests in a process. (Pirinen 2013a, 44.) 
Mode 2 is similar to adhocracy, defined by Beairsto above. It 
also resembles the multiframing leadership defined by Vuo-
ri, who saw this to be an ideal type of leadership. 
Pirinen (2013a, 75) studies the governance of externally fun-
ded R&D on the empirical bases of eleven externally funded 
projects. The new proposal of this study was in the “steering 
forums”, which describe shared value relations, retentions 
and management aspects of participants.  Pirinen (2013b, 
74) states that in Laurea Gibbons´ mode-2 leadership was 
implemented into Gibbons´ mode-1 institution. The bot-
tom-up and vision-based management was the force of a 
sustainable driver and also an enabler for the agile scopes 
in the realisation processes, so that the ecosystems of diffe-
rent stake holders can come up with new creative ideas. The 
management´s statement of direction was freedom within 
framework. Pirinen (2013b, 88) sees that education within 
R&D requires a close and trust-based collaboration between 
staff and management, as well as with students and parti-
cipants of work communities. Pirinen´s solution, steering 
forums, is similar to the solution which Hyypiä (2013) has 
presented: connecting the traditional leadership theories to 
the practice based innovation processes.
An example of  empirical data is the  evaluations made by 
FINHEEC. Laurea was denominated five times as a top unit 
in these evaluations. The quality assurance system of  Laurea 
was also audited in 2012. Laurea has also been very active in 
other outside evaluations. 
In the first top unit evaluation (Impiö et al. 2003, 33), the stra-
tegy process of Laurea was praised and the annual seminars 
evaluating it was mentioned.
In the second top unit evaluation (Salminen &Kajaste 2005, 
82), LbD  was the proposal to the top unit. In the evaluative 
feed-back the panel stated that LbD presents a management 
and work culture, which is based on common knowledge 
developmenting and creativity.
In the third evaluation (Käyhkö et al. 2006, 86-88), the panel 
saw the management starting from the strategy with the 
strong involvement of the staff.  The commitment of the 
staff to the strategy increased the freedom of the staff. This 
made rapid decision-making possible.
In the fourth evaluation (Saarela et al. 2009,78 ), the proposal 
to the top unit was the unit of security management educati-
on. The feed-back of the panel stated that the clear manage-
ment model of Laurea and concrete aims reflect in the work 
of the unit. At that time I was the rector of Laurea and I 
remember, when we, in the management group, reflected 
on the possibility of proposing only one unit to a top unit 
without demotivating the others. But the result was positive. 
The whole UAS felt that the achievement was a common one.
In the fifth evaluation (Auvinen et al. 2010, 146-148), the pro-
posal to a top unit was student-centred integrated R&D.
In the feed-back of the panel, a vision-based management 
model was presented, which the panel saw as motivating the 
staff. The hopes of the staff have been taken into account in 
its development. It was seen that pedagogical development 
work and continuing change give challenges to the teachers, 
but there was evidence of relevant support activities. 
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In the audit of quality assurance (Lampelo et al. 2010, 48) the 
panel evaluated that the vision-based management with the 
quality assurance system shape uniformity in the culture of 
Laurea so, that profiling of the local units is possible. The 
management is committed to development of activities and 
quality assurance and the staff is committed to developing 
the quality assurance. The connection between the quali-
ty assurance system and management was in an advanced 
phase, which was the best mark used. The interviews showed 
that the staff has internalised LbD and develops the activities 
in line with it.
LbD has been evaluated twice by the international evaluation 
panels (Vyakarman et al 2008  ). The RDI was evaluated by an 
international panel (Löytönen et al. 2011) and the curriculum 
work of Laurea was evaluated by a national panel (Auvinen 
et al. 2006).
The panel, led by Vyakarnam (2008, 10), stated the same fact 
as Antikainen some years before. It stated  that the vision and 
values of LbD were clear, but had yet to be communicated 
effectively across the whole institution, because they found 
students and faculty who had not grasped the model. The 
panel appreciated the open environment, relying on trust 
that students and faculty will sort it out. This helped to crea-
te a valuable culture of freedom and responsibility within 
Laurea. According to the panel, LbD was communicated in 
a very complex language. I remember that even the members 
of the board of Laurea spoke about “Laurea slang”. 
In the international panel concerning RDI, the bottom-up 
policy was criticised. The panel recommended more empha-
sis on views by Laurea´s leadership and its role in creating a 
new research policy for Laurea. (Löytönen et al. 2011, 29-30.)
A curriculum review (Auvinen et al. 2006, 60-69) repeated 
the problem with the difficult language. The panel evaluated 
that the vision was clear, but there were many teachers who 
were not actively engaged in the change process. The result 
was the same as in the international evaluation (Vyakarman 
et al. 2008):  the sense of ownership of creating LbD was one 
of the major benefits of it. This showed that the staff has 
experienced LbD as an appreciated brand of LbD.
Figure 2 presents the development  phases in the leadership 
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Figure 2. the development phases of the leadership in LbD
Conclusions
LbD has challenged the traditional management and leader-
ship practices in higher education institutions. It demands 
more co-operation between the teachers of different fields 
and presupposes a student to be an equal partner in learning 
and RDI-processes. From the research findings above, the 
transformative leadership (Kohtamäki), adhocracy (Beairs-
to) and multiframing leadership (Vuori) seem to be the most 
compatible with the principles of LbD. Empirical studies 
concerning Finnish UAS´s have showed that this kind of lea-
dership is not largely present in Finnish UAS´s.
The studies and reviews of Laurea from a period of about 
ten years have expressed that from the first beginning, the 
clear vision derived from the pedagogical strategy has been 
the strength of management of Laurea. Continually, the stu-
dies and evaluations have demonstrated that the langua-
ge used has not been very communicative. There  has been 
a clear gulf  between the thoughts of the management and 
the staff, which has according the studies decreased, when 
the LbD has become more concrete and has developed the 
known brand of Laurea.  In the former years, the staff was not 
willing to accept that R&D and regional development were 
also part of the core task of a UAS. LbD has challenged both 
the traditional teachership and the traditional leadership. 
The management should have had better tools to answer to 
the challenge.
The commitment of teachers in different fields has diffe-
red. The studies of both Puusa (2007, 141) and Vidgren (2009) 
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show that the business education teachers have been most 
critical of  LbD. Vidgren (2009) argues that these  findings 
are based on different vocational and academic backgrounds 
and with different experiences with co-operation with wor-
king life. This is interesting, because similar findings have 
been shown  in vocational education, where health care stu-
dents had more positive experiences with the practical trai-
ning in working life than the students of technology. On 
this basis (Virtanen 2013), concludes that the ideal of simi-
lar vocational education is not valid. Also, in the study of 
Jaatinen (1999) concerning Satakunta UAS, the differences 
between the cultures of educational areas differed greatly. 
The social and health care area had the most positive attitu-
des towards the new UAS culture. This raised the question 
of whether, it would have been wise to pay more attention 
to the differences and obstacles between educational fields 
in implementing LbD. This does not include compromising 
about the aims of the reform, but taking into account that 
the tradition to work outside the auditory has been different. 
For these reasons, the common seminars were the inevitable 
tool to promote LbD. Pirinen suggests, in his study, steering 
forums, which could be the next step in this tradition. Puusa 
(2007, 94) states, as a summary of many studies, that the atti-
tude of the management towards communication is  impor-
tant  in forming the identity and the success of an enterprise.
The management of Laurea was also evaluated several times 
during my rector period. I no longer have the exact results, 
but I remember that they did not demonstrate anything 
which would have been a cause for worry. Afterwards I reflec-
ted on whether the training of the transformative leadership 
should have been intensified in Laurea. Perhaps we were too 
committed to the strategic element of management. The 
fine result of this was that Laurea was the only UAS, which 
was elected five times as a top unit in the evaluations of 
FINHEEC. My experience is also that the preparation of these 
evaluations strongly developed the activities of Laurea. The-
se evaluations were also important in the sense that the com-
mon achievements unified the teachers and students of the 
local units into a common UAS.
Traditional scientific procedure presupposes the evaluation 
of the reliability and the validity of the research. This article 
does not include any new empirical data. The article is a kind 
of meta-analysis based on the research work made by others. 
But I think that my former position gives me some perspec-
tive to interpret these findings.  Of course this interpretation 
is subjective, which limits its reliability, but may improve its 
validity. 
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Abstract
The Learning-by-Developing action model (LbD) has been successfully used for over a decade. Still the basic foundations of the 
model are under constant discussion. This article considers the LbD model and its uses from five perspectives: from those of 
student, teacher, partner, administrator and society at large. After a short discussion from these five perspectives, the article 
proposes that LbD can be seen as an effective way to combine societal development and learning in a higher education insti-
tution. However, more scientific research would be needed in order to make comparisons on their efficiency between LbD and 
other pedagogical methods.
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Introduction
The Learning-by-Developing action model (LbD) has been in 
use in Laurea University of Applied Sciences and other aca-
demic institutions for over a decade under that name (Fränti 
& Pirinen, 2005; Raij, 2000; 2007). As the LbD action model 
will be thoroughly explored in the other articles of this 
publication, it will not be specifically defined in this one. 
However, for the benefit of a novice to the topic, LbD can be 
roughly defined as an approach to learning, where learning 
takes place in student-centric authentic development pro-
jects done in teams. These projects give the students a pos-
sibility to research the topic based on the current needs, use 
their research to come up with creative solutions and then 
get practical experience in putting their plans into action.
In addition to its continuous use, LbD has been studied 
extensively, at least from the viewpoints of learning (Frän-
ti & Pirinen, 2005; Kallioinen, 2008), guidance (Piirainen, 
2008), the profession of a teacher (Ora-Hyytiäinen & Rajalah-
ti, 2009; Salmi & Kupari, 2011), evaluation (Ora-Hyytiäinen, 
2009), research and development work (Pirinen & Rajamä-
ki, 2010), and internship (Ignatius, Karhunen & Kukkonen, 
2008). The philosophical foundations of the action model 
have been considered both in English (Taatila & Raij,  2012a) 
and in Finnish (Taatila & Raij, 2012b), and an international 
expert review has been performed at Laurea (Vyakarnam, 
Illes, Kolmos & Madritsch, 2008).  Despite these and nume-
rous other publications that have presented different uses 
of the LbD action model, a question about the fundamental 
nature of LbD is often raised. Probably the most elegant way 
it has been presented was used when the international eva-
luation board (Vyakarnam, Illes, Kolmos & Madritsch, 2008) 
gave its final presentation: “We know now that LbD is the 
answer, but what is the question?”
The challenge in trying to define LbD more comprehensively 
than in the beginning of this article is buried under several 
fundamental questions and points of view. For example, it 
is a different aspect to consider LbD from the perspective of 
an individual student doing a practical development project 
to that of education organisation building curriculums and 
implementation plans for 50 simultaneous programmes. 
Further: what is learning - how does one define when lear-
ning has occurred and how can the level of learning be eva-
luated? Or what is the ultimate mission of higher education, 
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upholding the universitas-tradition with a long and winding 
history, building a Humboldtian ideal or the one defined 
differently in the law books of different countries? LbD has 
been defined to be founded on five basic principles (authen-
ticity, partnership, experiencing, creativity and the investi-
gative approach) (Raij, 2007). -Is something considered LbD 
only if it uses all of these principles, or is a smaller sample 
of the five acceptable? How much of each these principles 
should be used for something to be LbD; i.e. if there are two 
students working peripherally together, is it partnership, or 
is reading one text book enough for investigative approach, 
or how creative must the solutions be and what is this thing 
called creativity, anyway? There is a proverb, at least in Fin-
nish, stating: one fool can make more questions than 10 wise 
can answer, which comes to mind when one tries to explain 
his own view on LbD to someone who is naturally curious or 
fundamentally opposing it.
Thus, LbD, as a subject of inquiry, is still either at a rather 
abstract and general level or very focused on some individual 
case studies. This article will not, sadly, provide the reader 
with definite answers about the nature of the concept, but 
instead, it will try to bring some experience-based insights 
into the topic from different perspectives. The article consi-
ders LbD through its most basic underlying meanings: what 
it is, how it is used, and how it could be used in the most 
beneficial manner. In that sense, the author hopes that, des-
pite its shortcomings, the article would at least functions as 
a waypoint forward in the journey to deepen the full unders-
tanding of the LbD action model.
Stakeholder approach
This article will explore LbD from different perspectives. The 
perspectives are selected from a utilitarian approach: Which 
are the stakeholder groups that are affected by LbD? A tra-
ditional approach is to consider the classification of stake-
holders based on power to influence, the legitimacy of each 
stakeholder’s relationship with the organisation, and the 
urgency of the stakeholder’s claim on the organisation. The 
key question is to ask ”which groups are stakeholders deser-
ving or requiring manager’s attention, and which are not?” 
(Mitchell, Agle & Wood, 1997). 
A higher education institution has naturally numerous indi-
vidual stakeholders, but for the purpose of this explora tion 
five perspectives (student, teacher, partner, administra-
tor and society) have been selected. The students and the 
teachers are quite obvious choices, as their interaction has 
traditionally been the main process of an educational ins-
titute. However, from the LbD point of view, the role of an 
external partner that provides learning opportunities has 
grown so that is justifiable to consider their role as well. The 
same goes for administrative processes; anybody who has 
either taught or studied in a higher education institution has 
been likely to encounter their effect on their tasks. The socie-
ty, as a whole, was selected as, in the end, an educational ins-
titution exists in order to have a positive effect on the sur-
rounding society as a whole. When viewed from this aspect, 
even the educational process and the graduates are conside-
red as outputs for whose production the society is willing to 
make considerable investments. Through the perspectives of 
these stakeholder groups, it is possible to paint at least an 
impressionistic picture of different pros and cons of LbD. 
For each stakeholder group, the paper discusses their poten-
tial gains and losses related to LbD. In the end, a general 
discussion will pull these different perspectives together in 
order to try to answer the “ultimate question” of LbD: what is 
the question it answers?
Student
LbD is all about learning, and as such, the learner - the stu-
dent - is in the focal point. Learning through LbD differs 
quite dramatically from the most traditional type of learning 
in higher education. The most archaic picture of a learning 
process in a university involves a lecture hall, a reader giving 
some lectures, possibly some homework assignments, some-
times done as a group, and a paper-based examination in the 
end. A typical LbD project differs from most of these criteria 
dramatically.
An LbD project rarely takes place in university premises, 
even less often in lecture halls. An LbD project is ideally done 
at the location of the partners or customers - in a hospital, 
factory, office, shop or any other type of professional orga-
nisation that is being developed. LbD learning does not have 
an “all-knowing” teacher, but often one or several learning 
guides, who work as a part of the team trying to come up 
with a new solution. Thus, the learning guide is rarely the 
source of information, more often a process support and 
a person giving more difficult questions to consider. In an 
LbD project, work is normally done in a group, but there is 
no traditional homework as such. Each task is a part of the 
overall project, and they are done in order to get the project 
ready, not in order to accumulate additional points for the 
final examination. Often there is no traditional examinati-
on  either, but learning is shown through the whole project 
and the results, and codified into a learning diary or a final 
report. There may also be some group-based after action- 
review sessions, which are not solely aimed at evaluating the 
level of competence acquired but also on learning to reflect 
and learn more from earlier tasks.
Thus, the student experience in an LbD-process requires 
each student to become an active member of a development 
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effort. In that sense, an LbD-project is rather closely rela-
ted to any expert-based development job. The students are 
expected to focus fully on solving the problem at hand and 
to come up with the best possible solution considering the 
given resources and time-frames, not to give an adequate 
solution in which the practicalities are pushed aside. This 
type of learning may put the students under very heavy 
stress for quite different reasons than a more traditional 
learning process.
In a more traditional learning setting, a lot of stress comes 
from administrative details like timetables and attendance 
requirements, as well as from everything related to exami-
nations and other grade-related activities. The sources of 
stress in LbD are not smaller but rather different. A student 
should be very aware of the motivation for the project. The 
time management is often crucial as the partner expects the 
results to be delivered on time. Also, the stress created from 
an open environment is considerable, as well as that of fulfil-
ling the expectations. Stress may also be created through the 
dynamics of the group and other human interactions.
While motivation for the project often is a major positive 
boost for a student, it may also become a very burdensome 
experience. If, for example, a project is done in a health care 
setting, the students may personally see the current problems 
for the patients. As the project is put together to decrease the 
pain or suffering, it may simultaneously give a student such 
a heavy load to carry that the stress rises to a negative level (as 
an example of stress factors in a rather LbD-like case, see the 
story about Dr. Jay Freireich and his battle to cure childhood 
leukemia in Malcolm Gladwell’s book “David and Goliath” 
(Gladwell, 2013)). Similar situations may rise in any project 
if the students become “over-motivated” with the importan-
ce of the problem. Still, while negative stress is not a goal, it 
can be asked whether the source of stress would have some 
effect on learning. If the stress comes from solving the actual 
problems in the field of study, instead of guesstimating the 
examination questions, could this possibly lead to deeper 
expertise in the topic? 
The stress of time management may be quite different to 
what the students have experienced before. In a typical deve-
lopment project, time is a very limited resource. There is a 
strict deadline and only a few hours to use for solving the 
problem. After the solution is put into use, it is expected to 
run faultlessly without continuous maintenance and re-de-
velopment projects. Thus, a deadline becomes a deadline and 
not one minor point in the continuum, after which one can 
always go to another course or examination.
The open environment is rather different to that of the 
environment of a traditional learning situation or rigid 
experimental laboratories. In those situations, it is possible 
to limit the amount of variables, but in real life situations, 
it is much harder. A student has to factor all the potential 
variables into the solution, and still it may be that something 
unforeseen made the project a failure. 
The expectations of the customers, colleagues or self may 
be hard to fulfil. If, for example, the project is about develo-
ping a new product for a company, the expectation may be 
very high in the beginning, but as the reality of the available 
resources becomes a factor, the stress in overcoming the obs-
tacles may become very high. This is even more demanding 
as an unsuccessful project may limit a student’s desire to be 
employed in the partner organisation. While a real-life situa-
tion offers real learning opportunities, it also offers oppor-
tunities for career failure even before the beginning of one.
The amount and quality of human interaction may also 
become stressful for a student. In a more traditional set-
ting, it is possible to accept a lower standard in studying or 
teamwork, as there is a threshold defining the acceptable 
minimum level of accomplishment.  In an LbD project, the 
minimum level is often undefined, the sky is the limit and 
there are always ideas on how to improve the result. When 
this type of open situation is attached into a potential situa-
tion to make a positive impression on a future employer or 
customer, the peer pressure requiring ever better quality and 
commitment may build very high and very quickly. When 
the aims are high and time is limited, human interaction 
may easily become very direct and demanding.
However, one of the hidden learning goals in higher educa-
tion probably is the ability to withstand stress. Thus, both 
traditional and LbD learning situations can provide a stu-
dent with excellent learning opportunities, although a bit 
different. While the sources and factors of stress in the tra-
ditional process are mainly related to administrative proces-
ses and reaching of set goals, the factors in an LbD situation 
are related to working in interactive settings while solving 
open-ended problems. Looking from the working life pers-
pective, the former are related to bureaucracies and public 
organisations, the latter to innovations and private organisa-
tions. In the end, the question is which type of stress is prefe-
rable to learn to cope with during higher education depends 
on the future career prospects of the graduate: Is bureauc-
racy or innovation the goal?
 “Teacher”
When learning takes place through student-centric develo-
ping activities, what is the role of a teacher? Developing per 
se does not require an external facilitator or an expert, but a 
keen mind and a goal-oriented attitude. There is even a clear 
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danger in having an interested expert supporting the deve-
lopment work of a learner. For example, the expert may wish 
to “show how it is done” and not give the learner a chance to 
test different methods herself, or the expert may guide the 
process into using traditional solutions and thus hinder the 
finding of some new and more innovative ways to tackle the 
problem. 
Still, the author believes that some type of a learning guide 
can be very beneficial even in the most pragmatic approaches 
to learning, like LbD. If the learning is left only to the learners 
themselves, there are several potential pitfalls. Firstly, seve-
ral people benefit from external motivation to their work. 
Having to rely on only internal motivation, the desire to 
solve the problem and learning on the side would probably 
be insufficient for a lot of competencies that modern stu-
dents need to accumulate during their studies. The author, 
for one, confesses that there are several subject matters that 
would have been beneficial to his career, the learning of 
which his internal motivation has been very inadequate. In 
these cases, a carefully prepared motivational support would 
have helped a younger mind in building a more comprehen-
sive picture on the potential competence needs in the chosen 
career. 
Secondly, people in general tend to be lazy when it comes to 
creating novel ideas, as the primary system of our brain tries 
to solve the problems while using the least amount of energy 
in the process (for an excellent discussion about the thinking 
processes, see (Kahneman, 2011)). We often choose the first 
possibility and do not dwell deeper into the phenomenon to 
find other possible alternatives. In these situations, a mentor 
can challenge us and push us forward by asking good ques-
tions and not approving the immediate obvious answers. 
Thirdly, there is a wide selection of ways by which develop-
ment work can be done. Again, it would be easy to select 
only one tool and use it for solving all future problems, but 
it would not serve the purpose in the most efficient manner - 
one can use a hammer for numerous tasks, but in some situa-
tions a saw or a chisel may be more purposeful. A good lear-
ning guide can support the use of different techniques and 
propose new ones for the learner to try.
Fourthly, there come times when peer-support or know-
ledge available from other sources is not enough. A learner 
may not understand the facts or theories or may need ideas 
about additional sources of information. In these cases, the 
learning guide may provide the information or direct the 
puzz led student to the proper source. Another example of 
this task are the situations in which the student has interna-
lised some “wrong” knowledge, like something based on an 
outdated or otherwise inadequate source. Again, it would be 
the task of the teacher to point out the related problems and 
guide the learner into a more appropriate direction. 
Fifthly, nobody needs to verify the learning results. Has the 
student acquired the required level of skills and knowledge 
to be judged competent for the subject? A teacher that has 
closely followed the learning process is in a good position to 
use expert understanding, both of the subject and learning, 
to evaluate if an adequate level has been reached. Evalua tion 
of learning may actually be one of the least considered, but 
in the future most important, aspects of the profession of 
teachers, as the students collect increasingly more know-
ledge through other than classroom-based processes, and 
someone has to verify that their skills are on par with the 
requirements. 
There are probably several other tasks for a teacher as well, 
but listing from the previous discussion, at least five roles 
evolve: motivator, challenger, process consultant, informa-
tion source, and evaluator. These roles are needed in varying 
levels in different learning situations and rarely the same 
combination is applicable in two cases. Considering these 
five roles in a more traditional teaching setting, they may 
also be present there, but quite often the role of informa-
tion source outshines the others - though there is naturally 
a great variation here as well. In an LbD settings, the role of 
the information source is probably the least important of the 
five, as a student can always be guided for some other per-
son for expert consultation, but it probably helps in building 
trust between the student, the partner and the teacher if the 
teacher is at least adequately knowledgeable on the topic. 
Partner
The third wheel of the LbD barrow is a partner, i.e. the person 
or organisation who directly benefits from the LbD projects. 
Often, an LbD case begins from the development need of a 
partner, who then conveys it to the higher education insti-
tution - to the teachers and students. During the project, a 
partner should preferably be heavily involved with the pro-
ject, but that is not always the case. The project ends with an 
evaluation, where the partner presents the views about the 
project and the results and may also give additional develop-
ment ideas to the project members. Thus, a partner is in a 
very central role in the learning. 
An LbD-project needs a learning case, which creates a great 
need for partners who provide these opportunities. However, 
an LbD-process is not only a one-way route towards students 
but it provides the partners with several other opportuni-
ties in addition to the personal delight in learning provi-
sion. Firstly, a partner may use LbD for actually improving 
their own operations. As each project should create new 
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and innovative solutions to real problems, a shrewd part-
ner can benefit greatly from their results. A partner may, for 
example, use LbD projects in new product or service deve-
lopment, improvement of customer satisfaction or internal 
processes, or even developing their strategy. An LbD project 
may be used for nearly any task that a temporary consultancy 
project could be used for; the “LbD consultants” are normal-
ly less experienced, interested in learning something new in 
the process and considerably cheaper than their professional 
counterparts.
Another task that an LbD project may be used for is in 
recruiting and long-term talent identification. An LbD pro-
ject provides the partner with a considerably deeper know-
ledge about the abilities of a potential recruit than the more 
traditional approach of application, references and inter-
view. An LbD project gives the partner a good opportunity to 
study how the students work under stress and how well they 
actually know the topic they are working with, as well as how 
motivated they are for the partner and the task.
A partner may also use an LbD project for self-educatio-
nal purposes. In LbD, the students normally do some level 
of literature review or a research project to give them back-
ground on the topic, and these may give the partner some 
new knowledge as well. For example, it is possible to use the 
students to benchmark several similar operations and, based 
on the accumulated knowledge, propose process or product 
improvement for the partner. 
In short, a good LbD project is very much a threefold win-
ning case, where the partner, the student and the institution 
receive positive gains. 
Administrator 
The effects that LbD has on higher education administration 
have not been considered in detail in previous publications. 
The general sentiment within the texts has been that the 
administration will bend according to the needs of the peda-
gogic process. Even though this is often the case, the admi-
nistrative process may sometimes create some limitations 
on the use of LbD, and it would be beneficial to consider this 
aspect as well.
At least the Finnish higher education tradition is based, to 
a large extent, on periodical learning units. A student often 
has several learning units going on simultaneously with 
a few hours of weekly contact teaching per learning unit. 
This tradition can be seen, for example, in the personal daily 
schedules of the students, which are not totally unlike the 
timetables of primary and secondary education. 
The administrative process of higher education institutions 
are often very efficiently organised to support this type of 
learning. The main variables are the availability of resour-
ces (teachers, venues, equipment, etc.), the curricula and 
the expected behaviour of the students. These variables are 
considered in detail and a multi-dimensional matrix is creat-
ed to optimise the needs presented in different variables. 
Quite often the result is that the teaching will take place 
during certain fixed periods, in learning units of defined 
minimum and maximum sizes, mainly between 8 am and 4 
pm (except for students that have a daytime job). Based on 
a purely personal observation, it seems that this process is 
also optimised so that the premises are packed from Tues-
day to Thursday, from 10 am to 4 pm, and on Monday mor-
nings, as well as Friday afternoons, hallways and classrooms 
are rather quiet. In addition to the lectures, the students will 
also study and do project work in their “free” time, and the 
results are presented within the mentioned schedule.
The LbD approach is not easy to fit into this type of thin-
king, which has created friction between the goals and rea-
lity. Firstly, LbD learning should be based on the needs and 
schedules of the surrounding society, not on the administra-
tive timetables of a higher education institution. It is often 
the case that a development project is needed “right now” 
and the results should be available “yesterday”. In this situa-
tion, a student or a teacher who promises to work on a pro-
ject during the next academic year or period is not a desired 
partner, and the project often goes to someone else. If all the 
resources - students, teachers, laboratories, etc. - are tied to 
the usage previously defined, it is very difficult to make them 
available as per request.
Secondly, the learning goals of individual courses and the 
learning potential provided by individual projects do not 
necessarily meet. Let’s say that in order to graduate, a stu-
dent must master skills from A to H. The university may 
have collected them into four courses: AB, CD, EF and GH, 
each given separately in its own period. Now, a good LbD 
project is available, but it would only give students learning 
in A, E and G; how should the problem be solved? Will the 
student pass courses AB, EF and GH, but with lower grades, 
because only partial learning has been demonstrated when 
compared to the learning goals of each course? Will the stu-
dent be given partial credits for each course and then have to 
partly participate in these three courses? Of course the con-
tents are often well-mingled, so in which parts is participa-
tion required? Will the student need to take the full courses 
anyway, because defining the line between A and B is diffi-
cult, and in the end, the LbD project will be defined as some 
extra-curricular learning unit that gives credits but does not 
build towards the degree?
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Thirdly, how can learning be assessed? The learning in an 
LbD project is often quite different and more multidimen-
sional than learning in a classroom. However, there are 
often some aspects that have not been covered in a project, 
so how can they be taken into account? Or, vice versa, how 
should additional skills accumulated during the process be 
taken into consideration? Are the group-based or project 
report-based assessment methods fair when compared to 
the traditional exams? On the other hand, does a traditional 
exam measure the actual learning or only some accidental 
pieces of information presented during the course?
Fourthly, what happens, if the project is not successful? 
What if the student group fails to reach the goals despite the 
hard effort? Can learning still have taken place, and can the 
credits be given? How can one assess learning in these cases?
Fifthly, should the university consider the amount of work 
the students do in order to get credits? What constitutes 
“work”; is it fair to compare participation in lectures and 
actual development work in a real-life situation? It is often 
interesting to read the course requirements that, for ins-
tance, list 80% participation requirement in the classes, but 
the activity level of the students is not relevant in practice. 
Thus, a student may be able to log in large amounts of hours 
with relatively low effort and learning. Similarly, a student 
may already have a lot of experience on a subject beforehand 
and is then able to accomplish the project work in a very 
short time, thus cumulating only a few hours but showing 
a high level of competence. So, do we credit the students for 
effort or for competence? 
A lot of criticism towards LbD rises from these types of 
administrative questions. People are justifiably worried that 
they will put the students into unequal positions in regards 
to the evaluation criteria, the amount of work and contents 
of learning. However, if learning from LbD can be considered 
effective and need-based, can we let these questions guide 
our direction? If so, the learning does not take a central place 
in an organisation, administration does; and it is a question 
worth asking if that should be the frame of mind in a modern 
university.
Society
At the very core, a higher education institution exists 
because the surrounding society so desires. Society may con-
sider the institution as a provider of competence and new 
knowledge, or of some other tasks; but in the end game, 
very few institutes could exist without some external agents 
investing in them. The investment may come from the 
government or some other public source, companies, indivi-
dual citizens, such as the parents of the students, but in in all 
cases, from someone outside the institute itself who believes 
that it is important to have the institution in existence.
Depending on the source of financing and vested interests, 
the societies may have different expectations towards the 
HEIs. Due to the background of the author, the case of Fin-
nish higher education situation will be used in the article; 
but the reader is encouraged to consider the societal require-
ments from their own perspective.
In Finland, higher education is financed by the government, 
by law. Higher education is divided into two tiers, universi-
ties and universities of applied sciences. Both institutions 
have very specific tasks and goals in the higher education 
system. The mission of the traditional universities is to “pro-
mote free research and academic and artistic education, to 
provide higher education based on research, and to educate 
students to serve their country and humanity” (Finnish Law, 
act 24.7.2009/558, §2). They must also “promote lifelong lear-
ning, interact with the surrounding society and promote the 
impact of research findings and artistic activities on society” 
(Ibid). The UASs exist in order to “provide higher education 
for professional expert jobs based on the requirements of 
working life and its development; support the professional 
growth of individuals; and carry out applied research and 
development that serves polytechnic education, supports 
the world of work and regional development, and takes the 
industrial structure of the region into account” (Finnish 
Law, act 2003/351, §4).
While the two tiers have somewhat differentiated missions, 
there are also several commonalities. The higher education 
system in Finland seems to exist for three purposes:
1. educating students for the benefit of the society, close 
or far,  
2. making research and development work that is benefi-
cial to the society at large, and 
3. to support the continuous development of the sur-
rounding society. 
Thus, all the goals given for the existence of a higher edu-
cation institution is, in the end, related to the benefits it is 
able to make to society, both locally and globally. These three 
goals can be used as the starting points to consider the effect 
of LbD for the societal purposes.
The educational process has already been considered in 
the chapter about students, partners and teachers. A major 
remaining question is the question of the overall pur pose 
of education. (Ardalan, 2008) and (Taatila & Raij, 2012a) 
have presented a view that, when considered further, the 
goal of education is based on personal beliefs, the personal 
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philosophy of education depending on the personal para-
digm on the world and the society.
The ends of the spectrum of this discussion have been defi-
ned as a functionalistic and interpretative paradigm (Burrell 
& Morgan, 1979). In short, a functionalistic paradigm treats 
the social world like a natural world, as a collection of orderly 
facts that can be studied objectively, and the task of a teacher 
is then to teach revealed facts to the students. This type of 
pedagogical philosophy is generally defined as realism 
(Ardalan, 2008). The interpretive paradigm sees the social 
world as an ever-changing place in which the researcher 
interprets situations, but knows that the rules determined in 
the first situation are not necessarily true in the next. This 
view states as the goals of education that students should 
“learn the process of discovery and self-sufficiency as much 
as the facts that are discovered”. This type of pedagogical 
philosophy is often defined as pragmatism (Ardalan, 2008). 
Under the realism-based pedagogy, LbD is one possible tool 
through which the teacher can reveal the laws of the social 
world to students. However, there are several potential dif-
ficulties related to this process, as the open situation cannot 
be fully controlled in a teaching situation. For example, if the 
topic of medical teaching would be caring for a patient with 
measles, it is possible that, during the diagnosis, another 
higher-priority disease is found, and the treatment should 
be aimed at that, in which case the students’ ability to learn 
the treatment of measles is endangered.
However, if a person looks at the same situation through 
glasses of pragmatism, the situation takes a different view. It 
is a very typical situation in the medical profession that the 
diagnosis changes during the process, and a competent phy-
sician should be able to change perceptions accordingly. If 
the world is considered within interpretative paradigm, the 
students have not only been given an opportunity to learn 
to diagnose and treat a specific illness, but they have also 
learned some important process-related skills and non-tacit 
professional practices. True, their capability to learn about 
the treatment of measles has been hampered, but they may 
learn that part later, and they have used the time for learning 
something more valuable. 
As a personal view, the author is more lenient towards inter-
pretive paradigm and thus pragmatism, favouring the lear-
ning opportunities it provides. However, as Ardalan (2008) 
presented, the choice between paradigms is a very personal 
one, very difficult to change, and it guides the majority of 
choices related to the educational process. Thus, a person 
looking at the same situation from a functionalistic para-
digm may have a very different view on the effect of LbD 
learning from the societal point of view. Still, under inter-
pretive paradigm, it would seem that the LbD-type of prac-
tical learning will give the students an effective learning 
environ ment to develop their competence for the practical 
benefits of society.
The effect of LbD on research and development work is simi-
larly a two-edged sword. As discussed earlier, LbD can be 
effectively used for the development of existing processes 
and organisations. LbD would also probably work rather well 
in applied research, when the focus is mainly on researching 
a subject in order to apply the results in some practical situa-
tion or, as in action research, simultaneously developing and 
researching a topic in an abductive process (Suomala; Taa-
tila;Siltala;& Keskinen, 2005). However, when thinking of a 
rigorous scientific process of basic research, in which the 
research questions are carefully dissected into objectively 
researchable chunks and then studied in controlled situa-
tions, it is good to question whether LbD is the most bene-
ficial method for this process. LbD can be used for learning 
this process, but actually doing basic research is a carefully 
scripted and often repetitive process, in which innovation 
is needed but only in predesigned phases of a project. Chan-
ging the research setting in each measurement, for example, 
would give interesting learning opportunities but not trust-
worthy and repeatable results. Thus, LbD would probably be 
a difficult choice in basic research, though simultaneously 
it would offer good opportunities for applied research and 
development projects.
To continue on that idea to the third mission of higher edu-
cation, the development of the surrounding society, LbD 
looks like a potentially positive choice. Whether the deve-
lopment is indigenous or exogenous from the higher educa-
tion institution, LbD can offer several advantages in putting 
the competence into practice in the society. As both LbD and 
development aim at something actual being done and some 
real results evolving, they would form a coherent whole, a 
learning environment that also educates its environment. 
LbD allows for changes to be made during the process and 
the original goals to be re-tuned as the real world makes it 
necessary to accommodate the textbook solution to the 
ever-changing situations. Whether the surrounding society 
is considered as the SME on the other side of the street or the 
humanity, putting ideas into practice often requires a wide 
skill set, not only deep subject matter knowledge of the deve-
lopment topic. Negotiating skills, competence to convince 
and sell ideas, capability to find new and alternative solu-
tions related to practical requirements, ability to take the 
available resources into consideration etc. are all things that 
LbD allows to be used and learned.  
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Discussion - the ultimate question
So, does the previous discussion shed light to our “Jeopar-
dy!” –question: what is the question the LbD is the answer 
for? At least it does not seem to be related to scientific 
research. Basic research has been successful without LbD for 
a long time, and making research processes more creative 
would not be very beneficial to their reliability. Even though 
LbD can be used successfully in applied research, develop-
ment projects and disseminating the results, at the moment 
it looks likely that the traditional research methodologies are 
effective enough in their tasks of revealing new knowledge.
Another perspective that had some reservations about LbD 
was the administrative one. It is easy to see how LbD may 
create problems when introduced into the administra-
tive setting of a more traditional learning environment. 
How ever, this is a typical case of the direction of wagging 
between a dog and its tail. Is it the pedagogic body that wags 
the administrative tail or other way around? Coming back 
to the mission of higher education institutions, at least in 
Finland, there is no mention about effective administration 
which the pedagogic process is supporting. Thus it is safe 
to state that the focus should, legally in Finland, be in the 
educative, scientific and developing processes, not on admi-
nistrative ones. Thus, even though the question should be 
taken into consideration, the administration should focus 
in finding effective ways to manage the pedagogic process; 
the body should still wag the tail. In this vein, the poten-
tial administrative problems should not be allowed to force 
changes in LbD if it is considered an effective way for HEI to 
accomplish its mission.  
With basic research removed from the playing field, the 
proposal for the questions is: “What is an effective way to 
combine societal development and learning in a higher 
educa tion institution?” There is considerable evidence that 
LbD is an effective way to combine these tasks as mention-
ed in the first paragraph of the article. Looking at LbD from 
the five perspectives, the justification for the method always 
seemed to rise from this aspect. Noticing, but not taking the 
administrative difficulties into consideration and removing 
the notions of scientific process in order to focus more on the 
actual development work, will focus the million euro ques-
tion into areas in which available evidence does exist. 
One should also note that the proposed question neither 
compares LbD’s effectiveness into other potential learning 
methods nor does it define the distinctions between them 
and LbD. Being able to make reliable comparisons between 
closely related pragmatic methods would require long-term 
repetitive tests between their processes and effects, and even 
before that, clearly defining one method and when it should 
be used. Looking at different educational methods, it is very 
difficult to clearly define the boundaries as they are often 
used in learning environments that share several aspects of 
different pedagogic approaches. A pragmatist might even 
ask, what purpose such a comparison would advance, as the 
exact measurement of learning is difficult in itself, and in the 
end, dependent on the goals of the learning, which are not 
often clearly and equivocally defined. However, as a person 
who strongly believes in the potential benefits of rigorous 
scientific process, the author would urge some research to be 
made on this topic. If we can find a method, or at least some 
guidelines, which will direct us towards more effective lear-
ning and development of our societies, it could potentially 
have a huge effect on future generations. Thus, despite the 
difficulties, the topic of comparing educational approaches 
should be continued even more rigorously than before. 
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Introduction
The modernisation of expert work is remarkable and rapid, 
so it is very challenging for students to comprehend all the 
new career opportunities available to them and build a res-
pective professional identity. This is especially clear in the 
first years of study and the growth of professional identity 
needs time to mature. For example Ora-Hyytiäinen (2004) 
made a substantive theory of nursing students´professional 
identity development and found out how it developed from a 
“helper” to a “nurse”, only gradually becoming a member of 
a community of other professionals. The critical importance 
of communication with the representatives of the world of 
work to the professional identity and growth is highlighted 
in the recent dissertation made by Niinistö-Sivuranta (2013). 
There needs to be a real-world context for this type of com-
munication, professional identity formation and growth to 
take place in the higher education processes.  
Due to this situation and the ultimate modernisation of 
expert work, career planning requires a real-world pedago-
gical approach. Based on the systemic and strategic deve-
lopment and research done in Laurea on the Learning by 
Developing –model, it seems to be a promising and logical 
Jouni Koski, phD, president, Laurea University of applied Sciences & 
Seija Mahlamäki-Kultanen, phD, Director, HaMK University of applied Sciences
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Abstract
Learning by Developing enables students to increase their knowledge by participating in shared development projects with 
partners from real working life. At the same time, students get the opportunity to network with professionals and learn about 
different kinds of expertise of working life. The modernisation of expert work is remarkable and rapid, so it is very challen-
ging for students to comprehend all the new career opportunities available to them. Due to the modernisation of expert work, 
career planning requires a real-world pedagogical approach, like Learning by Developing.
Based on Koski’s dissertation, this article examines the curriculum of universities of applied sciences and career planning. 
Professional classifications are no longer able to adequately describe modern expert professions, as the professions and pro-
fessional titles are being increasingly updated and their meaning is becoming more ambiguous. In the instruction and career 
guidance provided by universities of applied sciences, it is important to provide support for students while they are making 
decisions and help them see the consequences of choices as well as their changing nature. A real-world pedagogical approach, 
with ”Learning by Developing” serving as an example, would seem to offer an interesting answer and model for university of 
applied sciences pedagogy.  The continuous interaction and
Key words: Career planning, hybrid professions, real-world pedagogical approach 
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answer to these needs. The student should actively, and in 
a process-oriented manner, build their professional identi-
ty in such a way that it is linked to the curriculum (Kelley & 
Bridges 2005, p. 212; Luhtaanmäki 2011, p. 110) and personal 
study plan (HOPS). 
Learning by Developing enables students to increase their 
knowledge, construct their identity and make career choices 
by participating in shared development projects with part-
ners from real working life. At the same time, students get 
the opportunity to network with professionals and learn 
about different kinds of expertise of working life. 
Based on Koski’s dissertation (2014), this article examines 
the curriculum of universities of applied sciences and career 
planning in the professional identity work of students.  The 
dissertation deals with the professional conceptions of BBA 
students. The qualitative study was based on ontological 
assumptions about people’s different conceptions of the 
surrounding world. The study´s aim was not to capture rea-
lity as such but instead to concentrate on how reality is being 
construed by the research subjects. Koski used phenomeno-
graphy as the research method, because it focuses not on a 
given phenomenon as such but on the conceptions of the 
phenomenon among the research subjects. In Koski´s study, 
the sample group (N=30) consisted of Finnish-speaking stu-
dents pursuing a Bachelor of Business Administration degree 
in Finnish in the Degree Programme in Business Manage-
ment at the Hyvinkää unit of the Laurea University of App-
lied Sciences in Finland. The research material consisted of 
text files that were collected from the research subjects. The 
BBA students used word-processing software to write their 
answers to written open questions presented to them during 
sessions led by the researcher. A phenomenographic analysis 
was done on the research material. Meaningful expressions 
found in the material were formed into units of meaning. 
The content of these units of meaning was used to develop 
higher-level categories with a theoretical relevance.
This article analyses curricula, career planning and changes 
in professions, particularly where the developmental chal-
lenges facing universities of applied sciences are concerned. 
Universities of applied sciences must be able to effectively 
communicate the study alternatives offered, so that appli-
cants can compare them with conceptions of the careers and 
professional choices they are considering when looking for 
suitable study alternatives. 
How should young students be supported in choosing study 
alternatives, so that the choices made support their develo-
ping professional identity and career? What kind of pedago-
gical models are needed? A real-world pedagogical approach, 
with ”Learning by Developing” serving as an example, would 
seem to offer an interesting answer and model for university 
of applied sciences pedagogy.  
Modernisation of expert work
Koski (2014, p. 75) analysed development in the work of 
experts, citing Kasvio (2008, p. 149).  Expert work is prolife-
rating (Pyöriä 2006, p. 56), 2) as well as becoming professio-
nalised (Konttinen 1997, p. 60; Tuominen & Wihersaari 2006, 
pp.103–104) and subjectivised (Julkunen 2008, p. 269; Järven-
sivu & Alasoini 2012, p. 38).  Professional classifications are 
no longer able to adequately describe modern expert pro-
fessions, as the professions and professional titles are being 
increasingly updated and their meaning more ambiguous 
(Helakorpi 1992, p.197; Julkunen 2007, p. 35).
The consequences of the modernisation of expert work are 
shown in Figure 1. 
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Alongside traditional professions, we are seeing hybrid pro-
fessions (Hanhinen 2010, pp. 45–46). The expertise and skills 
that once belonged to old, familiar professions are being 
combined in new ways. At the same time, expert work is 
becoming subjectivised (Julkunen 2008, p. 269; Järvensivu & 
Alasoini 2012, p. 38), wherein the individual’s conception and 
interpretation of their own profession are emphasised (Tuo-
minen & Wihersaari 2003, p. 22). A profession is not a static 
decision made once and determining everything for the rest 
of the individual’s life. On the contrary, a profession is dyna-
mic and variable – it can be influenced, and the individual 
can construct their own professional identity (Tuominen & 
Wihersaari 2006, p. 121). 
Professional identity and career planning at 
a university of applied sciences 
In the instruction and career guidance provided by univer-
sities of applied sciences, it is important to support youths 
in making decisions and help them see the consequences of 
choices as well as their changing nature. Understanding an 
increasingly complex workplace can seem confusing.  How-
ever, it is also comforting to know that the consequences of 
individual decisions are not as irreversible as they once often 
were.    
Professional growth and life-long learning in the workplace 
help to build the individual’s professional identity (Eteläpel-
to 2007, pp. 91–92). For young students, the workplace expe-
riences and learning opportunities afforded by a university 
of applied sciences education provide an environment for 
learning the necessary skills for a given profession, whilst 
building their own professional identity and putting it to 
the test. Building identity is active – a person identifies and 
shapes their own profession as an active contributor (cf. 
Etelä pelto 2007, p. 94).   Professional identity can be linked to 
known professional titles, but it can also be independent of 
them (Koski 2014, p. 77). Traditional professions are thereby 
replaced with new ones. Youths and adults have the possi-
bility of creating their own professional identity as well as 
identifying what kinds of professions and professional iden-
tities do not seem suitable to them. 
The modernisation of expert work and greater nonlinearity 
in the professional sphere challenges the educational insti-
tution’s career guidance services and its relationships with 
the workplace. The workplace can offer more, wider-ranging 
Figure 1. consequences of the modernisation of expert work (Koski 2014, p. 76)
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opportunities for professional growth than before. (Ryan & 
Tomlin 2010, p. 84.) 
The student’s professional growth toward attaining pro-
fessional expertise begins when he or she first applies for 
study (Mäntylä 2007, p. 93, 100). Studies are nonlineari-
sed (Stenström 2012, p. 9) and choosing a profession seems 
increasingly complicated to the individual (Räihä 2010, p. 
21). The student needs support in building their personal 
professional vision (Niles 2011, p. 175) in a nonlinearising 
professional sphere (Ryan et al. 2010, p. 84).  In career plan-
ning at universities of applied sciences, it is important to 
support students in making their choices, so that the alter-
natives available in the workplace do not seem uncontrollab-
ly complicated.  
In a continuous co-operative relationship with the 
workplace, the formal knowledge acquired by university of 
applied sciences students (at school) and the practical know-
ledge acquired through the performance of work (at work) 
are integrated as metacognitive knowledge develops (Samp-
son  et al. 1992, pp. 67–74; Eteläpelto 1997, p. 97; Peterson et 
al. 2003, pp. 5–6).  A competency-based curriculum supports 
the setting of individual competency goals (Campbell et al. 
2010, p. 661), wherein students can target the development 
of their competencies to meet the competency requirements 
of their chosen expert profession as they gain greater know-
ledge of their own competencies.  
Curricula and career plans becoming more 
personalised
The personalisation of studies provides considerable support 
for student career planning (Onnismaa 2007, p. 72). Students 
with gainful employment, in addition to their university of 
applied sciences studies, have become more the rule than the 
exception (Karhunen et al. 2012, p. 28). In public debate, this 
is often seen as a problem. In the operating model, based on 
co-operation with the workplace, the gainful employment of 
university of applied sciences students, as opposed to doing 
practical training, is considered a learning opportunity. It 
should always be included as a conscious part of career plan-
ning and also taken into consideration in career guidance 
(Koski 2014, p. 206). In learning based on co-operation with 
the workplace (Karns 2005, p. 170), this is natural, as in lear-
ning by development (LbD), which endeavours to develop 
the workplace, one is familiar with the accreditation of prior 
learning. A broad-based and continuous co-operation with 
the workplace, as well as being gainfully employed during 
studies, help students to examine their own expertise and 
develop their own personal study plan.
The subjectivisation of expert work (Julkunen 2008, p. 269; 
Järvensivu & Alasoini 2012, p. 38) means that expertise must 
be examined in relation to the individual him or herself (Iso-
pahkala-Bouret 2008, p. 84). This is why a university of app-
lied sciences curriculum must allow for personalised solu-
tions.  According to Koski (2014, p. 206), the modernisation 
trend of expert work (Kasvio 2008, p. 149) guides the career 
planning of an individual endeavouring to enter professio-
nal expert work toward choosing a dynamic profession (Tuo-
minen & Wihersaari 2006, p. 122) as opposed to a normative 
(Eteläpelto 1997, p. 93) and restrictive (Lehtinen ym. 1997, p. 
115) concept of the profession.  In such cases, the individual 
shapes their own professional identity, which Koski (2014, 
p. 204) describes as developing spirally, when the individual 
has identified their own profession (Eteläpelto 2007, p. 94). 
Subjectivity and earned professional 
self-esteem
Despite its changes, expert work remains, in subjective 
terms, one of the most important sources of self-esteem 
(Julkunen 2008, p. 269). The valid professional identity of 
a post-modern expert as an individual in the workplace is 
emphasised (Leivo 2010, pp. 43–44). At the same time, the 
individual bears greater responsibility for their own profes-
sional self-esteem. 
  
In the study conducted by Koski (2014, p. 206), according to 
the conceptions of Bachelor of Business Administration stu-
dents, the profession of expert can be seen as being an open 
profession, whose status in a competitive environment is 
earned through performance. The students’ conception of 
profession is, therefore, not dependent on any professional 
title, nor is it a monopolistic (Konttinen 1997, p. 52) position 
or one that is socially restricted to members of a certain pro-
fession (Lehtinen et al. 1997, p. 115).  In this case, an individual 
can link the pride they feel in their work to the profession of 
expert (Rummukainen 2007, pp. 14–15), which then also pro-
vides inner satisfaction (Uusitalo 1999, p. 196) and allows the 
individual to be happy in their profession (Uhmavaara et al. 
2005, pp. 122–123).  
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Koski’s career planning construct (Figure 2) is a tool for exa-
mining the curricula and career services of a university of 
applied sciences. The foundation of career planning is based 
upon the student’s self-knowledge and their own competen-
cies as well as requiring various alternatives for familiarity 
with competency requirements (Sampson et al. 1992, pp. 
67-74; Peterson et al. 2003, p. 5).  The modernisation of pro-
fessions emphasises the significance of profession concep-
tions in guidance. Students would be required to explain 
their own conceptions of professions and consciously 
reconstruct them as they completed their degrees. Only then 
could the student make conscious choices between desi rable 
and undesirable professions as well as link study choices in 
order to support career choices using their personal study 
plan (Koski 2014, p. 207).
In such cases, a social context that makes continuous and 
extensive co-operation with the workplace possible would 
play a key role (Eteläpelto et al. 2006, p. 26). As a result, the 
individual’s professional concept of self would evolve, their 
own attitudes would change, and their critical analysis skills 
would develop, thus providing them with the skills for pro-
fessional expert work (Mäntylä 2007, p. 93). 
The career planning process can proceed linearally or return 
to the start, or other phase, of the process, when the profes-
sional concept of self develops. Choosing a dynamic expert 
profession places not only the individual’s professional 
identity and knowledge of professions at the centre of career 
planning, but also the students’ own conceptions of profes-
sions, which should also be given sufficient consideration in 
career planning (Koski 2014, p. 208). 
Conclusions and reflections 
Career planning should play a central role in the professio-
nal growth process at universities of applied sciences, with 
linkages to curricula and learning, which are systematically 
supported by career guidance. Career planning begins when 
choosing studies. It must not be put off until recruiting acti-
vities are organised by the higher education institution in 
the final phase of studies or used as a means of correcting an 
acute problem (cf. Erkkilä 2011, p. 32).  
Career planning and its attendant guidance function are most 
effective when linked to the curriculum (Kelley & Bridges 
2005, p. 212; Luhtaanmäki 2011, p. 110), and the competency 
goals, instruction and guidance specified in it. The comp-
rehensive integration of career planning in the curriculum 
is easily realised in learning based on co-operation with the 
workplace (Karns 2005, p. 170). Becoming a professional 
requires working with professionals and participating in 
the development of the working community (Edmond 2010, 
p. 320). Finding a suitable profession, particularly choo-
sing one that is modern and dynamic (Koski 2014, 2004), is 
an extended process (Sampson 2009, p. 92). Career planning 
can be learned together with other expert skills (Liimatainen 
2011, p. 52), and students should be encouraged to engage 
in it, learning it as part of workplace-based learning (Karns 
2005, p. 170).
Learning based on co-operation with the workplace (Karns 
2005, p. 170) offers excellent opportunities for process-type 
learning and career guidance that promotes the student’s 
personal identity work. As a pedagogical model, Learning 
by Developing (LbD) represents learning based on co-opera-
tion with the workplace (Koski 2014, p. 213), thus meeting the 
requirements for variable expert work. This allows for close 
and wide-ranging co-operation between a university of app-
lied sciences and workplace organisations, in which the pro-
fessional identity of students and workplace networks can 
be developed throughout their studies (Mäntylä 2007, p. 94). 
In the future, earning one’s degree and the performance of 
study processes will be emphasised as performance indica-
tors in higher education institutions. From a student stand-
point, the characterisation of future alternatives is of the 
utmost importance as a motivating and developing factor 
for study (Mäntylä 2007, p. 95). According to the results of a 
study conducted by Kouvo et al. (2011, p. 38), if students fail 
to have a clearly defined understanding of what their stu dies 
are aiming for after graduation, their study motivation will 
also be affected. The study showed that higher education stu-
dents typically do not become career-oriented until the final 
phase of their studies; whilst in the initial phase, they are 
focused solely on completing their studies and graduating 
(Farner & Brown 2008, p. 112).  In learning based on co-ope-
ration with the workplace (Karns 2005, p. 170), such as the 
workplace development-oriented Learning by Developing 
(LbD), the students receive more professional stimuli and 
examples. These can presumably promote motivation and 
encourage students to plan their professional future at an 
earlier point in their studies than in conventional classroom 
and course-form learning. 
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Abstract
This article gives a concrete example of implementing the Learning by Developing (LbD) pedagogic model in project work. The 
article is based on experiences at Laurea University of Applied Sciences’ Lohja campus, in a project funded by the European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF), Pumppu, developing the well-being services of the western Uusimaa region. Through 
student input, it has been possible to proceed on several paths with improving the well-being of the region and its residents 
as the main goal. In this article, the work done in the project and the process, roles and tools behind the project are described. 
The project is seen as a patchwork quilt with student assignments as the patches, and the project coordination as the thread 
sewing the patches together to form a quilt that is designed for the region, based on the identified needs of its actors and its 
residents today and in the future. 
Key words: Involvement, promotion of well-being, fragmental reality, network, research and development
Introduction
The future is not what it used to be. New approaches are 
needed to cover the wide range of alternative futures that 
are possible, probable or even desirable. With foresight, the 
future alternatives are mapped from different actor perspec-
tives, utilising an interdisciplinary approach. The interdis-
ciplinary approach requires dealing open mindedly with 
different paradigms stemming from different scientific 
backgrounds. We cannot follow only one theoretical view. 
Instead, a dynamic combination of perspectives is needed to 
form a holistic approach to the future. 
In a network-based world, top-down approaches don’t work 
alone; grass-root-level activities are needed as well. This 
means a combination of theory and practice, i.e. on one 
hand, the hypotheses will be formed on the basis of existing 
knowledge and, on the other hand, the practical experiments 
and piloting will continually produce new knowledge and 
experience. Interaction between these two approaches will 
produce the best possible outcomes. 
In the Learning by Developing pedagogic model (LbD), 
at Laurea University of Applied Sciences (Laurea UAS), 
the research, development and innovation (R&D&I) work 
and regional development are intertwined with the edu-
cation function of the UAS. In the Learning by Developing 
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pedagogic model, the goal is to bring about real changes 
in the world and new habits of action (Taatila & Raij 2012). 
Combining theoretical and practical knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) in the university of applied science´s pro jects 
mean that we have knowledge in practice, of practice and for 
practice, as describing and explaining forms of knowledge 
and as generating new innovations. In the LbD model, all 
these knowledge types are used. (Raij 2007, 2013.)   
The LbD model is put into practice through project work in 
which the students work as part of the project group. As the 
R&D&I, regional development and education functions are 
intertwined, the project may be viewed from different pers-
pectives depending on the function. From the perspective 
of education, the focus is on pedagogy and the learning that 
may happen in the project. From the R&D&I perspective, the 
focus is on framework building and applying appropriate 
theories and methods to reach the targeted outcomes. From 
the regional development perspective, the focus is on imple-
menting the work so as to bring about real changes in the 
region.
The use of the LbD model emphasises the need for an inter-
disciplinary perspective in project work. Pedagogic theories, 
theories of specific scientific fields and theories of imple-
mentation do not work alone but are all needed, with the 
emphasis depending on the situation. In this paper, we pre-
sent the work done in the project Pumppu. In the project, 
we have applied the constructivists approach as the uniting 
framework in the project work, which is interdisciplinary by 
nature.
In the constructivist research approach, research is based on 
problem solving through new constructs, such as models, 
plans and organisations and their assessment in practice. 
According to Kasanen et al. (1993), the necessary elements of 
the constructive approach to research are practical relevan-
ce and theory connection, producing theoretical contributi-
on and practical functioning. In Figure 1, the project work 
is described following the constructivist research paradigm. 
In addition, in the UAS context following the LbD model, 
we have as an integrated part also the curriculum and skill 
of the students and the project team, also producing new 
competences. 
From the perspective of learning theories, the LbD model is 
based on pragmatism, emphasising the role of action and 
the formation of new habits. As opposed to a constructi-
vist approach to learning, the emphasis is not on the cons-
cious concentration on learning in itself. (Kivinen and Ris-
telä 2003.) In our application of the LbD model, students 
work according to their assignment in real-life projects, in 
practical settings with the focus being on the task at hand. 
However, after the assignment, it is important to reflect 
and evaluate the results, also from the point of view of the 
learning results and new competences that have been acqui-
red. In our experience, in the beginning of an assignment, 
students are sometimes reluctant as they do not recogni-
se the benefits of the assignment for educational purposes. 
Figure 1. project work combining theory and practice in the pumppu project.
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Afterwards, even the most reluctant ones often acknowledge 
the learning and competences that they have gained through 
project work.
The target of this article is to describe how R&D&I work and 
regional development work based on a multi-actor perspec-
tive is organised as a continuum following the LbD peda-
gogic model. The European Regional Development Fund 
(ERDF) funded the Pumppu project (5/2011-5/2014), and espe-
cially the subproject of Laurea UAS in the Lohja Campus is 
taken as an example of the LbD model in practice. Pumppu 
is aiming at developing well-being services in four regions in 
southern Finland in a citizen-centric manner, taking advan-
tage of the resources and know-how of all the actors in the 
region, whether from the public, the private or the third 
sector. 
In the traditional World Health Organization (1948) defi-
nition, health “is a state of complete physical, mental and 
social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or 
infirmity.” From a salutogenic perspective, health can be 
seen as a continuum, where improvement and deteriora tion 
are always possible. Health, as a holistic concept, requires 
that the person is seen in its entity, not just as the carrier of 
a disease or a certain risk profile. (Antonovsky 1996.) There-
fore, in the Pumppu subproject, we have chosen to widen 
our perspective from health promotion to the promotion of 
well-being; from health services to well-being services. In the 
long run, this will move the focus from reactive to proactive 
approaches.
Wellbeing is a diverse concept with multiple meanings 
depending on the context. Based on extensive empirical ana-
lysis, Rath and Hartner (2010) define well-being as consisting 
of five elements. Besides actual physical health, well-being 
is about how you occupy your time, what kind of social rela-
tions you have, what your financial aspects are and what 
kind of engagement you have in your community. When 
considering well-being in quite a broad sense, well-being 
services also need to be broadly defined, including e.g. cul-
ture, tourism and other services bringing about positive 
effects in everyday life. With a multiactor perspective in the 
project, the concept of a service itself is also broadly defi-
ned, taking into account all kinds of activities organised by 
different actors, including e.g. the activities of local associa-
tions. In accordance with the prosumer (Ritzer et al., 2012) 
and co-production (Pestoff, 2011) concepts, the service users 
themselves can also be taking part in organising services for 
themselves as well as others. 
In the Pumppu subproject of Laurea UAS, in the western 
Uusimaa region, new services have been designed and 
piloted in cooperation between the regional actors and local 
residents and the staff and the students of Laurea UAS, pro-
ducing also new knowledge on service structures in the 
region. This work and the process, roles and tools behind it 
are described in this article.
The framework for project work
According to the Finnish law (2003/351, 4§), there are three 
basic tasks for the universities of applied sciences (UAS): 
education, regional development and research & develop-
ment & innovation (R&D&I) work. It means that the UASs 
are in many different ways an important part of the regional 
ecosystem for general well-being and for a better future.  
Actions today will create the future in the long run: educa-
ting skillful people, doing regional development enhancing 
sustainability and welfare and creating R&D innovations 
and new business opportunities. Futures research is a multi-
disciplinary approach, which combines objective and intui-
tive information towards visionary knowledge as a basis for 
alternative future paths (Meristö et al. 2012). From the educa-
tional viewpoint, this means a keen collaboration within the 
whole ecosystem in the region. Pedagogically, the learning 
by development approach combines all these aspects in the 
same formula, the LbD. 
The Learning by Developing (LbD) pedagogic model has 
been developed in Laurea UAS. Raij (2013, 2007, 2003, 2000) 
has written that the centre of the LbD model is the develop-
ment project that is genuinely rooted in working life and 
requires collaboration. The authentic partnerships between 
lecturers, students, working life partners and clients as 
end users are the first key elements of the LbD model. The 
second key element is a project as an experiencing, creati-
ve and research-oriented learning environment. In the pro-
ject, progress is made through identified stages, and the 
out come is learning in individuals that can be seen as new 
ways of action, leading to personal professional growth. An 
important aspect is also learning in a community. From the 
point of view of regional development, the outcome is the 
production of new knowledge in the forms of new products, 
services, processes, working models and working culture.  
As in Figure 2, LbD is at the intersection of the three roles of 
universities of applied sciences. LbD as a framework requires 
not only an existing ecosystem in the region, but active and 
participatory members, with a shared vision of the common 
future. From the regional development and R&D&I part, the 
network-based model for action will give an opportunity for 
innovative partnerships and for quick, caring and creative 
solutions, according to the Laurea Lohja campus’s guiding 
principles (Laurea, n.d.).
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Although in this paper we are discussing the implementa-
tion of the LbD model, we are not concentrating on the LbD 
model solely as a pedagogic model. Instead, our goal is to 
show the benefits of the model from the point of view of the 
project, R&D&I work and the region on the whole. For ins-
tance, for the financial actors, LbD will produce better pro-
fit by providing a larger amount of resources than normal 
research and development personnel in the form of students 
in different R&D&I activities. Also, for the regional actors 
from different sectors, LbD can serve as a multi-client plat-
form, providing a forum for co-operation in practice and a 
channel to form a joint mission under selected key themes 
and goals both nationally and internationally. A fractal struc-
ture will give an opportunity to use leverage throughout all 
the levels; in other words, only a small input at one level can 
have a big influence on the other levels. With one small pro-
ject, when having students as a part of the resource pool, the 
positive impacts and consequences in the region will rapid-
ly grow even more than expected. Wenger (2000) has writ-
ten that organisations and their communities of practices 
need to design for themselves social learning systems, and 
also to participate in broader learning systems, for example 
a region, a consortium or a UAS. Boundaries are important 
to learning systems because they connect communities, and 
they offer learning opportunities for the learner’s benefit. A 
boundary interaction is usually an experience of being expo-
sed to foreign competence.   
In spite of all the benefits of the LbD model from the point 
of view of the R&D&I work and regional development, the 
pedagogic perspective needs to be considered, too. LbD´s 
third part is education and how the study units’ targets and 
the project´s targets are connected so that students can take 
part in the project and follow the project’s timeline. The stu-
dent’s work needs to be seen as a process. The first group of 
students needs to have results and finish their work before 
the next group can start their work in the project within their 
study unit. The quality management in LbD projects is chal-
lenging, because the results need to be useful to the project 
and the region and at the same time support the student’s 
own learning. It means that students need to be very moti-
vated, and they have to have self discipline to do the work 
in high quality and in time. Ruohotie (2002) has written that 
it is important that learners believe in the change they are 
working for. When learners believe in the change and their 
capacity to affect their own actions and their environment, 
they usually get better learning results than learners who 
do not believe they have control over themselves and their 
possibilities.
Kallioinen (2007) describes aims for expertise in the futu-
re as follows: shared activity, anticipation, readiness for 
change, multiple skills, continuous learning, self-evaluation 
and development. The future may present us with new pro-
fessions such as the nursing engineer, community coordina-
tor or welfare consultant (Santonen et al. 2013).  Those fea-
tures of expertise are a goal for students, and working with 
the LbD model promotes the students’ individual growth 
towards being a professional, not only for today’s needs but 
for the unpredictable world of tomorrow. 
The process of the project
A project as a platform for education and regional develop-
ment is a long process, starting very often with an idea that 
enables the actors from different sectors to formulate com-
mon goals and objectives for the work. This phase can last 
a long time, depending e.g. on how well-functioning the 
network in the region is, how strong a leader there is  for the 
project and whether there are any suitable financial support 
instruments available within the existing timeframe. If the 
links to the regional development work and strategies are 
tight, the shared vision of the project frame is easier to reach.









• Topics with interest both for the staff, the stu-
dents and the region
• Regional, national and international partners
Study Units
• Looking at the project plan and the curricula: 
what can be learned in the project
• Project plan and curricula with goals, structure 
and timetable
Regional Networks
• Key partners and the actors related to a spe-
cific r&d&i theme actively taking part in the 
work
• The regional- and UAS-level strategies and 
longterm plans as a framwork for activities
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- Idea  generation and map-
ping alternatives for new 
projects
- Themes, work distributi-




























Figure 3. the process of the project.
Figure 3 presents, in a very general form, the overall process 
of the project, working through the LbD model and combi-
ning study units as part of the project work. Starting with 
the idea generation phase and designing the project imple-
mentation plan, the actual study unit integration begins 
after the concrete project kick off that presents the project 
plan to the region and offers a chance to make final changes 
to it. Research work by the staff is needed both prior to the 
study unit integration phase as well as during it to keep the 
direction of the project and coordinate the student assign-
ments. After the study units have reached their targets and 
reported the results, the evaluation phase consists of both 
internal feedback from the lecturers and research personnel 
to the students as well as external feedback from the actors 
of the region in open seminars. After the first round of stu-
dent assignments, the next round commences, building on 
the results of the earlier student groups and responding to 
the feedback from the region. 
Different roles needed in a project
Competences needed to follow a project through are wide 
and raising by nature. Knowledge and skills, values and atti-
tudes as well as contacts and experiences together form the 
set of core competences which are necessary in every pro-
ject (Meristö 1993, Kamensky 2008). A project works as a 
network, where individual people in certain positions have 
differing skills and roles. Working through the LbD model 
requires certain roles in the project, which are described 
briefly in this chapter and summed up in Table 1. 
The project director, who is often the principal lecturer in 
the UAS context, takes the main responsibility of the pro-
ject and the project range in his/her area of expertise in the 
campus. The project director’s work as an R&D&I director 
continues throughout the project. At first, it is important 
to have discussions with regional, national and internatio-
nal actors and catch the silent signals for future develop-
ment plans. The project director also needs to have discus-
sions with the teaching staff about their expertise, to have 
an understanding of the know-how available for develop-
ment work in the region. She/he also needs an understan-
ding of the curricula that the students on the campus have 
that can be connected to the project in accordance with the 
LbD model. The next phase comes with scanning the open 
or forthcoming funding opportunities and deciding what 
kind of partnerships can be formed to make an application 
to the funding organisation. The project director needs to 
have systematic themes in the R&D&I work, deriving from 
the needs of the regional partners and citizens in the region, 
yet in accordance with the themes of programmes offering 
funding. The themes also need to be meaningful to the stu-
dents to give them good learning opportunities and to fit the 
students’ curricula. Occasionally, this requires using the lar-
ger student pool of the entire Laurea UAS. All the pieces have 
to match in order to be able to start a successful LbD project. 
When the project starts, the project director leads the project 
with the rest of the project group as a team. 
The basic roles in the project group are the project coordi-
nator, the researcher, the teacher and the regional developer. 
The project coordinator takes care of the administrative 
side of the project and monitors e.g. the budget and resour-
ces in the project. She/he also coordinates the communica-
tions in the project. The project coordinator can either be 
a project specialist, such as a project planner or a project 
officer, or can be a lecturer or a team comprising all of these, 
as in the Pumppu subproject of Laurea UAS. The researcher 
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is responsible for the theoretical background knowledge 
and framework building in the project and the design of the 
project. She/he also designs and implements the empirical 
fieldwork. The main idea in the LbD model is that research 
is carried out by the lecturers and the students but also the 
above-mentioned project specialists can be utilised. Also, 
research is often done in teams. The teacher is respon sible 
for the LbD implementation, making sure that both the 
goals of the project and the learning goals of the students are 
fulfilled. In the UAS, the teachers are generally senior lectu-
rers or principal lecturers, but the other project group mem-
bers also occasionally work as teachers.
The teacher has different roles, such as coach, counsellor and 
facilitator. Being like a coach, the teacher has to know the 
goals of the project and how to pursue the goals. Being like 
a counsellor requires looking after the roles of the students 
and the stakeholders by evaluating and reflecting. Being like 
a facilitator requires familiarity with  the curriculum and the 
future targets of the project so that he/she can facilitate the 
long-term targets and get the actors in the region involved. 
Contact with the stakeholders and students must be kept and 
they must be motivated to develop and implement the rules 
of the house in accordance with the best practices defined 
on the national level. At the same time, he/she has to show 
new evidence-based perspectives for the development work. 
(Ora-Hyytiäinen et al. 2010.) 
All the project group members can take the position of the 
regional developer when they are doing R&D&I work with 
local partners. However, in the project group, some of the 
group members are more attuned to the regional developer 
mindset than others. The regional developer has close con-
tacts with the actors in the region, being on the nerve of their 
needs for the project. The actors in the region include pri-
vate- and public- as well as third-sector actors. The regional 
developer also has close contacts with the teachers and the 
researchers. She/he has to know the needs of the learning 
goals and the project’s goal and must see the connection 
between all three things. 
The project group’s roles vary in where their focus is. When 
implementing the LbD model, teachers are looking at what 
kind of learning can happen in the project, whereas the pro-
ject coordinator and the researcher are looking at the bene-
fits of the student resources for the project and the regional 
developer at the benefits for the region. In real life, the pro-
ject group members have multiple roles and work together 
in several different teams, and with the students and regio-
nal actors, too. This mixture of roles makes project work 
interesting, but at the same time, a balancing act between 
different needs and preferences.
Besides the core project group, there are also other impor-
tant roles in the project. For instance, the library of the UAS 
is an important partner in the LbD model and has a role as 
the information enabler. The information specialist has a 
role in the project group as planning the timetable of how 
to search for evidence-based knowledge. In all LbD projects, 
the practical and theoretical knowledge interact during the 
whole project as described earlier in Figure 1. The informa-
tion specialist and the lecturers are together guiding work-
shops to search for information from databases. The infor-
mation specialist guides the best ways to search data from 
different kinds of databases, and lecturers guide the sub-
ject and what kind of information is relevant to the needs of 
the project. The workshops are for both students and wor-
king-life representatives. In the workshops, all are learners; 
also, the information specialist and the lecturers are learning 
from others. (Huovila, & Puttonen, 2012; Lahtinen, 2013; Put-
tonen & Huovila 2011.)
An important support to the project and regional R&D&I 
work on the whole is the administrative enabler, the cam-
pus director. It´s important that R&D&I work continues 
in some way, even in those occasions when no funding is 
available. Because of the LbD-model R&D&I work is possible 
in a smaller context even without funding.  This administra-
tive enabler needs to motivate and get lecturers involved in 
working by the Learning by Developing model with students 
and the regional actors. Freedom is also given to principal 
lecturers and project groups to develop the main research 
themes further.
Obviously, there are other kinds of supportive roles in the 
project, too, that make the operations of the project possib-
le.  For example, ICT-support, financial services, marketing 
and communication services are important offering know-
how and resources to all the projects in the UAS. Also, the 
learning environments on the campus have an important 
role in the project as well as regional development on the 
whole. For instance, the Laurea Lohja Health Market has 
several contacts with regional stakeholders in smaller pro-
jects and these contacts have enabled partnerships in bigger 
projects. The FuturesLab CoFi project environment on the 
other hand has good networks with other universities and 
research institutions nationally and internationally, which 
gives good opportunities to construct strong alliances in 
different project proposals depending on the subject mat-
ter and goals in the region. When the learning environments 
have a history of answering to the needs of the stakeholders, 
they are ready to take part in other projects in the future, too. 
Stakeholders cooperating in projects come from the public 
sector, the private sector and the third sector in the region. 
Also, individual residents can take part in project work e.g. 
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by participating in the seminars and workshops or by taking 
part in surveys and interviews. 
The LbD model inspires and encourages as well as binds 
every one as a learner and obligates every member of the 
university of applied science’s staff, students and partners 
to work together through joint efforts, to gain new compe-
tences and participate in developing the region that is in a 
continuous flux of change (Raij & Niinistö-Sivuranta 2012). 
Although the students work in the project as researchers, 
their main role is that of a learner. Students achieve pro-
fessional growth and personal development in real work 
environ ments by putting theoretical knowledge into prac-
tice, developing skills and abilities involving a critical 
understanding. Bachelor students in the UAS have to achieve 
the EQF (European Qualification Framework) level 6 in their 
studies. (European Commission 2008.) The goal of the LbD 
model is to enable achieving this level. The students improve 
their co-operative skills by working with regional actors, the 
citizens, the personnel and other students at different levels 
and in different degree programmes in a context of a real 
working-life development assignment. Learning models are 
a part of the large unity. 
As mentioned, it is important to have partners working 
together for a shared vision in the project. Local actors from 
the public, the private and the third sector all have differing 
viewpoints on the issue at hand, and bringing the actors 
together is important in designing new services. The regio-
nal actors need to put resources into the project; they need 
to participate in the workshops and events and give feed-
back on the student assignments. Also, cooperation with 
other projects and R&D actors is fruitful. However, the most 
important actor in service development is the citizen, the 
resident of the region as the end user. The end user is consi-
dered one of the main authentic partnership groups of LbD 
(Raij 2007, 2013). In Finland, the residents of municipalities 
have the right to take part in the planning of their well-being 
and their own care (Finnish Law, Act 1992/0785; Finnish Law, 
Act 2010/1326; Finnish Law, Act 2012/980).  With citizen parti-
cipation it, is possible to answer to user needs and find ways 
to motivate healthier lifestyles and try to improve the well-
being of the region.
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The Pumppu project in Laurea UAS
Pumppu is a multiregional project funded by the ERDF 
(5/2011 - 5/2014), focusing on developing well-being services 
in a citizen-centric manner, strengthening the cooperation 
of different actors in four regions in southern Finland. In the 
subproject of the Laurea Lohja campus, the focus is on desig-
ning new services to support well-being throughout the life 
span in a proactive, health-promotive way and preventing 
marginalisation in society in the western Uusimaa region. 
The subproject operates on two levels: by describing and 
developing the service paths of the citizens to reach a seam-
less services structure and by piloting services and activities 
in cooperation with other actors in the region. The goal is 
to offer easily accessible services to different user groups in 
their everyday settings that support actively taking charge of 
their own well-being.
Roles in Project Tasks in Project Examples of Positions in the Pump-
pu subproject of Laurea UAS
The project director Turning regional R&D&I needs into project pro-
posals, finding partners and funding opportunities, 
networking and communications
The principal lecturer
The project coordinator Project planning and administration, communicati-
on, materials and media relations
The project planner, the project officer, 
the lecturer
The reseacher Framework building and project planning, theoreti-
cal and empirical knowledge generation, dissemina-
tion and publications. Completing R&D&I assign-
ments for the project and the regional actors.
The project officer, the principal lectu-
rer, the lecturer
the student
The teacher LbD implementation and the pedagogic approach 
to the project by connecting project and regional 
targets to the curriculum´s study units
The lecturer, the principal lecturer, the 
project officer, the student, the infor-
mation specialist
The regional developer Improving the well-being, the competences and 
the competitiveness of the region, networking and 
having a dialogue in the region
The lecturer, the principal lecturer, the 
project officer, the student, the infor-
mation specialist
The information enabler Information retrieval





Managing resources and facilitating LbD 
implementation
The manager of the campus,
the development manager
Supportive roles ICT-support, financial services, marketing and com-
munication services, legal services
The IT specialist,  the project 
accountant, the service coordinator, 
the legal counsel
The learner Professional development The student, the lecturer, partners, 
citizens
The partners Enabling R&D&I assignments and participating in 
them
Public  and private service providers, 
associations
The citizen Participating in the R&D&I assignments Residents, patients,
association members
table 1. roles, tasks and examples of positions in the pumppu project at Laurea UaS.
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There are three case groups in the project. The case groups 
are heart and diabetes patients, the youth and the unemp-
loyed facing marginalisation in society and families with 
disabled children or youth. A fourth entity in the project is 
the operational environment of the western Uusimaa region, 
which forms the scene where the actors and the citizens in 
the case groups live and work. 
The framework for the development of the service paths is 
described in Figure 4. The idea is that the service paths need 
to be holistic, combining the health and well-being promo-
tive perspective to the actual care pathway of a specific con-
dition, taking advantage of all the actors in the region and 
the relatives and family members of the individual, too. Be-
sides actual treatment steps, other elements having an effect 
on the motivation to take care of oneself and the feeling of 
empowerment in the care process are also seen as crucial, i.e. 
having a chance to participate in one’s care, having support 
and information available when needed, with seamlessness 
and easily accessible services available regardless of the care 
provider and fostering an environment of positive attitudes 
with knowledgeable personnel and actors in the pathway. 
With a focus on well-being, the pool of actors needed in the 
pathway increases. With different case groups, the pathway 
model translates into different kinds of actual paths, with 
different actors and focuses. For instance, in the path for 
families with disabled children and youth, the first steps are 
rehabilitative steps, where as in the path for heart patients, 
rehabilitation is at the end of the path.
Figure 4. the personal well-being pathway model (developed further from tuohimaa et al. 2012)
The students of Laurea Lohja have participated in the pro-
ject, both in designing the service paths and in piloting the 
services. The student input has enabled a much wider exami-
nation of the subject matter than would have been possible 
solely on project resources. It is like having variations on a 
theme: examining an issue from various angles and coming 
up with multiple solutions. We have had a large variety of 
background information at our disposal, gathered from dif-
ferent user groups to have a vivid picture of user needs. We 
have had ample background information and benchmarking 
information on different solutions already in use. We have 
been able to define the roles of a number of different service 
providers in the service process and scrutinise their ways of 
cooperating with each other. And finally, we have had the 
possibility to carry out many pilots, events and activities 
with a number of different partners in different settings. 
With giving the students space for creativity and a feeling 
of ownership of their assignment, the end results have often 
been much more ambitious than expected. 
Tools and methods of operation in the project
The bachelor students´ curriculum at the UAS consists of 
different themes with both theoretical and practical studies. 
The degree consists of 210 credits.  Single study units vary in 
their size, from 5 to 15 credits. Thesis work is required to gra-
duate, with 15 credits. (Laurea 2013.) Methods of learning are 
e.g. labs, workshops, simulations, project learning, group 
working, e-learning, and practical training. 
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One of the basic ways of using LbD in practice is to integrate 
a study unit into a project. As our starting point in the design 
of the Pumppu subproject, we had a general idea of the pro-
ject’s goals and the project plan for reaching the goals. The 
idea in the project was to divide the research into small pie-
ces that would be fit for student assignments. The pro ject 
would then be based on a cumulative process of student 
assignments with the later ones founded on the previous 
ones. The project itself continued the work done in an earlier 
project that had collected an abundance of information on 
one of the case groups, the heart and diabetes patients, and 
described their general care pathways (Tuohimaa, Rajalahti 
& Meristö, 2012).
 
With the basic outline of the project plan, we started the work 
of dividing the project into pieces. Some of the assignments 
were targeted to certain study units and some as individual 
thesis projects. It´s important to seek different kinds of stu-
dents with differing learning objectives to gain a balance 
between the learning objectives and the project’s objectives.
As we knew the students and the study units within which 
they would be working for our project, we started sketching 
the detailed working plan. We had certain issues that nee-
ded to be covered to reach the goals, and these were the first 
things that we assigned to the students. However, there were 
also situations where we had a lecturer ask us for an assign-
ment that would fit a specific study unit. In those situations, 
we started the variation work: thinking about alternative 
perspectives and alternative routes to our goals. 
For example, in the autumn of 2013, approximately 1500 cre-
dits from different study units, theses and practical training 
periods have been integrated into the Pumppu subproject in 
the nursing programme. This is about one-fourth of all the 
credits completed during the fall by the nursing students. In 
the first year, project integration is generally the lowest. Also, 
training periods are often not integrated into projects. Ove-
rall, study unit integration has been utilised for many kinds 
of background information gathering tasks, as well as deve-
lopment and innovation tasks in cooperation with the parti-
cipating organisations.  Throughout the whole sub project, 
39 theses have been completed in the project. The theses have 
elaborated on a large variety of subject matters with many 
different viewpoints to well-being. The theses include e.g. 
surveys on local actors’ opinions and developing actions in 
the pathway and descriptions of the seams between organi-
sations in different parts of the pathway. Most of the work 
has been done by nursing students but business students 
have also participated in some of the assignments. 
Flexibility in project planning
The challenge in utilising student projects in a larger R&D&I 
project is to get the pieces back together. The planning 
phase is important to steer the smaller projects in the desired 
direction. To get the full benefit of student potential, there 
must be room for creativity, too. With creativity, there is the 
possibility to get more out of the assignment than expec ted. 
However, at the same time, creativity may lead to the end 
result being something unexpected.
In the Pumppu subproject, we intentionally kept the pro ject 
structure flexible so that there would be room for experi-
mentation and finding new routes for the main goal, i.e. to 
enhance well-being in the region. For instance, as the pro-
ject started, one of the case groups was heart and diabetes 
patients. However, as our goal was to focus on the health pro-
motive phase of the service path- we soon realised that we 
would need to also focus on the healthy citizens, not just the 
patients. With the feedback from the field being that health 
promotion should be started as early in life as possible, we 
generated the framework of life-long well-being, focusing 
on different age groups. These decisions steered the pro-
ject towards new routes in reaching the goal of a healthier 
life and better well-being. Obviously, the primary focus in 
the case group was on the heart and diabetes patients, but 
the LbD model made it possible for us to proceed on several 
paths.
 
Another thing that moulded the project was the partners 
that we were able toget involved in the project. Our basic goal 
was to develop new kinds of services for health promotion 
and the prevention of marginalisation with combining the 
know-how and resources of several actors. The services and 
activities that were piloted were heavily depending on the 
partners. Besides primary partners, with whom we had close 
cooperation, the students were able to attract new partners 
to their assignments, too. With student input, the amount of 
partners participating in the project was clearly larger than 
it would have been otherwise. And as we had a multitude of 
events and seminars to bring the actors in the region toget-
her, buzz and interest in the project was easier to bring up.
One challenge in project work comes with the fact that real 
life does not always go according to plans. All kinds of prac-
tical setbacks force plans to change as one goes, which may 
lead to the end results being something quite different from 
the original plan. This is why at the end of a study unit it is 
important to check whether the results fit the project plan. 
This is especially important when the next study unit is 
structured to be based on the previous results. There may be 
the need to make a correction move and get the results nee-
ded some other way, or otherwise the next study unit must 
be constructed all over again. In the case where you get more 
than you were expecting, you have to make plans for taking 
advantage of the extra results and it’s possible that another 
path may need to be constructed, developing the idea furt-
her. It may be that the project has resulted in a new partner 
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who is interested in further cooperation. All kinds of changes 
are possible and, as much as they bring about difficulties in 
the arrangements, they also bring about new opportunities.
 
Creating forums for collaboration
 
Some of the courses of action taken in the project were based 
on previous good practices that were further developed and 
taken as standard procedure. For example, organising small 
seminars where students presented the latest knowledge on 
certain issues was an activity already in use in Laurea Loh-
ja. These seminars were taken as one method of operation in 
the subproject, with a common heading of being an infor-
mation snapshot. In the project, we decided that we would 
make all the events, where students presented their results, 
open to public and started marketing the events to local con-
tacts as activities of the local well-being network that Laurea 
was coordinating. Besides events in the facilities of Laurea, 
seminars at the actors’ work communities have also been 
arranged, aiming at reaching many employees at the same 
time. The events gave the well-being network concrete step-
ping stones on which to construct collaboration. Also, big-
ger events were organised: two times a year we organised an 
open well-being forum and, once a year, the official yearly 
seminar of the Pumppu subproject.
 
A majority of the seminars held also contained a workshop 
session or at least an active coffee break with some general 
theme under discussion, at the same time offering places for 
networking. Also, targeted workshops were arranged with 
the partners and other specific actors when they were con-
sidered necessary for the students’ assignments. The work-
shops have worked as check points, offering a chance to 
evaluate the work done so far and where to go next. At the 
same time, they have offered the students the opportunity 
to get credit for their work, feedback and the possibility to 
network with regional actors that may be beneficial in their 
future career.
Reporting - from patches to a quilt
The flexible structure and lots of variations in the project 
makes it extremely important that everything is reported 
and has its place in the project framework. In the Pumppu 
subproject, we collected information on the study units that 
were taking part in the project on an excel sheet. The idea 
was to consider the research and regional development pers-
pectives of the study units, i.e. what were the expected out-
comes, who was participating in the assignment and how 
the results would be presented and what were the connec-
tions with other study units. This way, the lecturers would 
step out of the pedagogic mindset, and the project coordina-
tor would have follow-up information at her disposal as the 
amount of participating study units was rising. The idea was 
that the same sheet would be filled also after the execution of 
the study unit to assess the changes made and how well the 
study unit had succeeded.
 
Many of the study units produced student reports of their 
outcomes and most work were presented in open seminars to 
the public. On some occasions, these reports were developed 
further as actual project reports, either with separate articles 
written by the students or as assimilated combinations of 
several student reports with the student names clearly stated 
in the different sections.
As some of the study units were focusing on concrete deve-
lopment and piloting assignments, lengthy student reports 
were not always considered the best use of resources in the 
study unit, where only a distinct amount of credits was on 
offer. For instance, in the study units that concentrated on 
developing new service concepts, the reporting was done on 
a concept description form. These forms were then given to 
the next student group who were to implement the concept 
as small-scale pilots that we called mini-pilots. The piloting 
phases, on the other hand, were often reported by blog posts 
and pictures of the events and activities arranged. This way 
the students’ experiences and descriptions of their work 
were easily available on the internet and made quick com-
munications easy with the public.
 
The project reports had a function in sewing the assignment- 
patches into a quilt. The project reporting sketched the big-
ger picture, structuring the smaller projects together based 
on the project framework. However, single patches were also 
reported in more detail in articles, conference papers and 
presentations. This way, all the details had their value per se. 
Although, from the point of view of the project, describing 
the big picture is important, from the point of view of the 
actors working in the field of health and well-being, it may 
be that a singular patch is the most interesting.
 
In fact, we concluded that reporting was not always enough 
by itself. We also wanted to offer the actors, both in the region 
and nationally, instructions about how to implement a simi-
lar activity by themselves. There were many kinds of activi-
ties and events organised and we had much going on but we 
wanted to guarantee that the activities would spread from 
our partners to other actors and that events would be rep-
licable, too. It was okay for our students to think for them-
selves and come up with the materials of the events/activities 
over and over again, as it was part of their learning process. 
As they gathered information on certain issues or developed 
activities, they learned themselves, too. However, we want-
ed to offer our partners and other interested parties some-
thing they could use by themselves. That’s why we designed 
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the well-being backpack family. The first backpack was 
gathered from a daycare centre where two students had inno-
vated activities for promoting a healthy diet, good social rela-
tions and the meaning of sleep for well-being. Besides being 
a concrete briefcase, the material was also made available on 
the internet. After the first backpack, another backpack was 
designed to organise pop-up events for reaching the unemp-
loyed in their everyday settings, e.g. the shopping centre. 
The third backpack is under development of materials for 
organising events for the diabetics. On the internet, we had 
a larger audience with presumably more impact than would 
otherwise be possible. At the same time, we considered that 
this concept of the backpack family would be something 
that would outlive the project, guaranteeing the continuity 
of regional development regardless of the project.
Lifelong well-being for the heart patient as an 
example
In the Pumppu subproject of Laurea UAS, well-being is 
understood as a concept uniting the whole lifespan, from 
pregnancy to old age. In the project, the pathways for health 
promotion, the metabolic syndrome and the coronary disea-
se have been described from the lifespan perspective in a case 
area consisting of two municipalities with a shared prima-
ry health care organisation, the Federation of Municipali-
ties Karviainen. The services of the Federation of Municipa-
lities Karviainen are organised according to the lifespan in 
three lines: children and youth, working age adults, and the 
elderly. We have had prior cooperation with the personnel 
of the Federation of Municipalities Karviainen e.g. in diffe-
rent “easy access” –events as part of their MBO-project. The 
cooperation continues in the Pumppu project with the same 
patient group.
In the Proactive Care and prevention project in the Western 
Uusimaa region (2008-2010), the pathway of the heart patient 
was described. The path included the phases of prevention 
and follow-up visits, seeking treatment and emergency care, 
the care in the hospital, discharge and rehabilitation.
Figure 5. Well-being pathway for heart health in the Western Uusimaa region. (case Federation of Municipalities  Karviainen)
In the Pumppu subproject, we have now continued to deve-
lop the pathway further, focusing on primary health care 
(Figure 5) in cooperation with the Federation of Munici-
palities Karviainen (2012-2013). There were needs for three 
pathway descriptions; health promotion, metabolic synd-
rome and coronary disease. These pathways were described 
by interviews and workshops to the personnel in every life-
span line of the organisation. The pathways were described 
including actors from the public, the private and the third 
sector and the content of counselling from every period in 
the lifespan. In the Pumppu subproject, the focus has been 
on health promotion and rehabilitation services. For ins-
tance, in the discharge phase, cooperation between special 
health care and primary health care has been developed in 
an organisational perspective. A thesis work is underway 
with interviews for the personnel of both organisations 
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and workgroup meetings (2013-2014). Another thesis will be 
describing the opinions and experiences of two ageing per-
sons, which have the coronary disease and who live in an 
assisted living facility (2013-2014).
To support the pathways, several small pilots, so called 
mini-pilots, have been designed and implemented in diffe-
rent age groups, e.g health promoting activities for children 
and their families about sleep and healthy nutrition, func-
tional learning sessions about national diseases in compre-
hensive schools and events with different focuses, e.g social 
relations and safety for the elderly living in an assisted living 
facility. The themes of the minipilots have arisen in diffe-
rents ways. Health promotion activities for the children and 
their families were a “wild innovation testing” with one tar-
get being to find a way to have an impact on the parents and 
the whole family via the children. The functional learning 
sessions about national diseases in comprehensive schools, 
on the other hand, were based on the findings of the Pro-
active Care project.
One of the mini-pilots originated from the needs of the orga-
nisation. The mini-pilot was designing and implementing 
Self-Care Stations to the two Health Centres of the Federa-
tion of Municipalities Karviainen. Students from six study 
units took part in this mini-pilot, and it included both nurse 
students and business economics students from Laurea Loh-
ja. An idea-generation workshop was organised, with the 
staff of the Health Centre and local heart association parti-
cipating. The idea in this process was to get the public, the 
private and the third sector actors together to plan health 
services, but the main purpose was to give people a place 
to take an active role in taking care of their own health and 
take responsibility e.g. by measuring their blood pressure 
and weight with the help of the personnel and advise nearby 
when necessary. This mini-pilot is seen as one way to sup-
port people’s self-care.
Project work and the roles of the University of Applied 
Sciences
The original framework of the LbD model (Raij 2007, 2013) is 
focusing on the pedagogical perspective, having the lectu-
rers and the students in the main role with the research pro-
ject and regional development primarily as a platform for 
educational purposes. Our experiences in the Pumppu pro-
ject have shown that the balance between the R&D&I, regio-
nal development and the education function is the key suc-
cess factor for the continuous application of the LbD model 
in a fruitful win-win-win solution for all the actors in the 
region. Universities of applied sciences have responsibilities 
for all three sectors, not only for education, although it is the 
main purpose of the whole institutional existence. The diffe-
rent roles in the project team guarantee that all three func-
tions are taken into consideration throughout the project. 
Also, the interests of the funders must be taken into account. 
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Figure 6. the project structure and roles in the pumppu subproject from the perspectives of the three functions of the UaS.
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In Figure 6, we have developed the idea further to des cribe 
the different roles from the perspectives of R&D&I and 
regional development work, too.
In the implementation of the LbD model in the Pumppu 
subproject at Laurea UAS, these three spheres are integrated 
into one overlapping project structure as in Figure 7. 
Figure 7. the pumppu subproject at the intersection of the education, regional development and r&D&i work. 
The different emphases in the three spheres are united, and 
the actual project group emerges with the staff and the stu-
dents of the UAS in the specific roles that they have in the 
assignment, as well as the specific partners. This way, the 
project group can take all the different perspectives into 
account. In the ideal situation, the three spheres overlap 
entirely. In practice, however, not all study units are entire-
ly integrated into the project, all assignments have not been 
taken by the students, and not all regional development 
tasks have been coupled into bigger projects. For example, 
practical training periods are an underused potential for 
development tasks.
Keeping a balance between the three spheres is a juggling act 
and does not always succeed. Possible imbalances are des-
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It may be that the role of the education function increases 
too much. Sometimes, study unit integration fails, and the 
regional development work is done separately. If the research 
agenda comes from the outside, for example being part of 
a larger project, it may be that the research sphere widens 
on the expense of the other spheres. It is also possible that, 
within the project, some assignments are focusing on some 
specific sphere and the balance comes from combining the 
different assignments together. Some of the study units need 
to have educational parts which are not integrated into the 
project as the curricula´s targets may be incompatible with 
the targets of the project. Also, for example, thesis processess 
can be research- (van der Kooij, 2013) or development-work 
based (Tarilo &Vikström, 2013). We need different processes 
in the subprojects, and the project coordinator team is res-
ponsible for maintaining the balance between the spheres. 
The project structure can be seen as a fractal, where the parts 
of the project can be imbalanced case by case, as described in 
Figure 8, as long as the project as a whole is in balance with 
all the three dimensions, as described in Figure 7.
Discussion
The pedagogy, regional development, and research and deve-
lopment tasks of universities of applied sciences (2003/351, 
4§) are integrated in the Learning by Developing pedago-
gic model. In the Pumppu subproject of Laurea UAS, the 
LbD model has enabled a wide range of activities that have 
benefitted the region and its residents. For us and the entire 
project group, the project has been an opportunity for lear-
ning, too. We have had to consider our roles and the proces-
ses within the project from new perspectives. Balancing 
between the needs of the region and the learning objectives 
of the students requires consideration to function well, and 
it benefits from a smooth process. 
As we have developed the services in the region towards 
seamlessness, we have realised that the project’s processes 
also need to be as seamless as possible. The cooperation of 
the project group is crucial in the success of the project. We 
all have our own perspective to the project, and only working 
seamlessly together can we guarantee that all the perspecti-
ves are combined effectively for the benefit of the region, the 
project and the students. With a well-functioning process 
the work continues from one project to the next, working 
with established as well as new partners for shared goals.
Based on the experiences of the Pumppu project, we believe 
that future project work and the integration of all the three 
perspectives will be easier from the start. For instance, the 
combination of the project goals and the learning goals of 
the students may be integrated from earlier on. Also the uti-
lisation of the students’ study module-based reflection in 
evaluating the project and its further orientation might be 
used in a more systematic way. In the end, the level of exper-
tise that the students can master within a project benefits 
the region, as the students graduate and start their working 
careers in the region. Working in projects, the students inter-
nalise the developer attitude for their future career. Working 
with the regional partners as well as national project part-
ners and their students forming interdisciplinary project 
teams give ample possibilities for professional growth.  Prac-
tical training periods and project assignments together give 
a versatile picture of the region and its actors. The benefits 
of cooperation with public, private and third sector actors 
become apparent. In real-life R&D&I activities the impor-
tance of the end user perspective is also highlighted. 
From the R&D&I perspective, a project and its results have to 
be presented to scientific networks and the research commu-
nity at the national and international level. The best way to 
do this is to have researchers in the project group with ambi-
tions of their own, too. An essential part of the scientific work 
in the constructivist paradigm is open discussion and the 
dissemination of results in conferences and journals to get 
feedback and critique. In the Pumppu sub project, national 
and international communities of e.g. innovation research, 
nursing, ehealth, education, health promotion and socio-
logy have been the arenas for the constructive processes.
From the regional perspective, a single project may have 
far-reaching impacts if the project results are implemented 
in the operations of the participating organisations. How-
ever, at the same time, new needs for further development 
tasks emerge, both from the organisations’ as well as the 
residents’ point of view. Therefore, projects need to be seen 
as a chain of overlapping activities bringing about positi-
ve effects to the region, both in the short as well as in the 
long run. Projects can be seen as tools for focusing on futu-
re-oriented issues not yet considered important in operative 
work, as new perspectives in the strategy work in the region.
Overall, implementing the LbD model in project work has 
proven to be a tremendous asset in the Pumppu sub project, 
making a multitude of variations possible in the theme of 
promoting health and well-being. However, a lot of work 
is needed to transform the patches generated by the study 
units into the actual quilt visioned in the project plan. The 
cooperation of the project group with regional actors and 
residents is needed to guarantee that the end results of the 
project are as planned and, at the same time, taking into 
account changes and factors not anticipated in the design 
phase of the project. A proactive perspective towards the 
future is needed, with a shared vision of the future and agili-
ty and flexibility in finding the right paths towards it. 
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´experiencing´ WitHin a DeveLopMent proJect 
For SUbStance abUSe reHabiLitation
Abstract
In Raij´s (2007; 2013) model, Learning by Developing is related to five main concepts: authenticity, partnership, experiencing, 
inquiry acting, and creativeness. This paper focuses on the concept of experiencing. The study analyses how the actual expe-
rience is expressed in the context of a development project of substance abuse rehabilitation. The main question is: How do 
a student´s and a teacher´s experiences differ from each other, and what do they have in common? The study is based on two 
diary-like texts. According to the analysis, there was a wide variety of experiences which related to the project’s activities, and 
they support learning in many ways. The results show that student and teacher experiences are similar to each other in many 
ways. For example, the confusion and uncertainty associated with the project activities are common experiences. In addition, 
also from the teacher’s point of view, the project activities offer a good opportunity for personal learning. 
Key words: experiential learning, learning by developing, substance abuse rehabilitation
Introduction
Learning by Developing is a pedagogical and operatio-
nal model that includes many dimensions. Katariina Raij 
(2007) has analysed the process of Learning by Developing 
and found five concepts related to the different stages of the 
process: authenticity, partnership, experiencing, inquiry 
acting, and creativeness. This article focuses on one of these, 
namely experiencing. We describe how the actual experience 
is expressed in the context of a development project of subs-
tance abuse rehabilitation.
The concept of experience is complex and can be approached 
from a variety of theoretical perspectives. According to 
Pentti Rauhala (2006), pragmatism is one of the key starting 
points of the Learning by Developing model. Vesa-Pekka 
Taatila and Katariina Raij (2011) have shown that a pragma-
tic approach to pedagogy, as well as the LbD action model, is 
a useful basis of philosophy of higher education pedagogy. 
Pragmatism stresses the connection between experience and 
concrete action. 
We can assume that development projects are experiential 
processes, not only for students but also for teachers. In this 
article, we look at experiencing from the perspectives of 
both a student and a teacher. By way of methodology, a narra-
tive case study approach is adopted that explores the process 
of experiencing through two individual stories. We look at 
a development project in substance abuse rehabilitation and 
in particular its start-up. The POKE project (translated title: 
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Learning and Development Centre of Substance Abuse Treat-
ment - Living Lab Project) is a project related to the develop-
ment of alcohol and drug rehabilitation and has been imple-
mented in one substance abuse unit (Järvenpää Addiction 
Hospital, A-Clinic Foundation) in the Helsinki Metropolitan 
area. The unit offers both pharmacological treatment and a 
therapeutic community for clients with substance abuse or 
any other addiction. In addition, there is a family rehabili-
tation department and a department of detoxification. The 
project looks to develop a new kind of living lab environme-
nt for substance abuse.
The POKE project as a learning environment
The objective of the project relates firstly to the construction 
of a learning environment, in which the aim is to develop 
competence around the area of substance abuse treatment. 
The project will be piloted and evaluated by means of a varie-
ty of technological applications related to substance abuse. 
Co-operation with companies in the wellness sector also 
plays an important role. The main themes of the project are 
the safety of the hospital environment, the development of 
a comprehensive alcohol and drug rehabilitation program-
me, as well as the provision of peer support, networks and 
co-operation. In the administrative sense, Laurea University 
of Applied Sciences is the project coordinator and the other 
actors (Järvenpää Addiction Hospital, The Church Training 
College, and companies of the CIDe Cluster Finland) are 
partners.
Students in different fields (social services, health care, cor-
rectional services, beauty care and business management) 
have been involved in the project, and their roles have been 
varied. Within the project, students prepared and imple-
mented functional groups for substance abuse patients, par-
ticularly with regard to learning everyday life skills. A Family 
Rehabilitation unit has been implemented, using functional 
groups, which aim to support parents dealing with subs-
tance abuse problems. Students have also compiled diffe-
rent reports relating to functional rehabilitation, substan-
ce abuse of clients subject to criminal sanction, as well as 
implementing technological pilots.  Furthermore, business 
management students have developed a marketing plan for 
Järvenpää Addiction Hospital. Thus, the students have been 
both actors and researchers in the project, with novice and 
graduating students taking part in a variety of roles. 
This paper describes the preparation and start-up phase of 
the project. At this point, workshops, which were developed 
in the manner of service chains and networks for substance 
abuse treatment, played a key role. The University’s students 
and teachers participated in these workshops as equal part-
ners with other actors. The preparation and start-up period 
also included the preparation of a poster for an internatio-
nal conference. The students participated in preparation of 
the poster, although for practical reasons, it was presented 
by teachers.
Experiences in a development project for 
substance abuse 
Working and acting in a development project for substan-
ce abuse is in an experiential process in many ways. First 
of all, the experience can be examined from the perspective 
of learning. For example, Kolb´s (1984) theory of experien-
tial learning argues that personal experience is the starting 
point for learning, but that learning also requires reflection 
on observations, conceptualisation, and engagement with 
experimental activities. The different stages together form 
a circle of learning. Traditional university pedagogy stressed 
cognitive processes and learning of knowledge, but recently 
there has been plenty of discussion about experiential lear-
ning in higher education (eg. Kolb & Kolb, 2005; Juriza et al., 
2011; Ayob et al., 2011). 
Secondly, the experience may be related to the development 
process itself. From this perspective, the experiencing is 
associated with the action occurring in a situation and may 
include a number of uncertainties that prevent the realisa-
tion of the plan. Such experiences and reflection of them 
are particularly characterised by action science and critical 
pragmatism (eg. Schön, 1983; Argyris, 1995; Forester, 2013), 
in which the direction and goals of activities are not fully 
known in advance. According to Juha Varila (2007), emotio-
nal experiences in development activities are multi-level and 
can be approached from different perspectives. It is pos sible 
to emphasise the evolutionary basis or cultural nature of 
emotional experiences, or the connection between experien-
ces and beliefs.
The third aspect is related to the nature of social work and 
substance abuse treatment as a professional activity. In 
the discussion of social work, the meaning of feelings has 
been understood in many ways. Feelings have been seen as 
a distracting element in social work. A professional social 
worker needs to be aware of one’s own feelings and that is 
possible by reflective action. (Karvinen-Niinikoski, 2010, 258 
– 259; Gambrill, 2013, 334.) Feelings have been considered as 
something that can mislead ethical action (Arki, arvot, elä-
mä, etiikka. Sosiaalialan ammattilaisen eettiset ohjeet, 2012, 
6) or endanger workers’ coping in their work (Juhila, 2006, 
188 – 189). On the other hand, social work itself can be unders-
tood as “emotional work”, where the worker’s personal fee-
lings play a central role (Tuomi, 1992). In addition, professio-
nal expertise in the area of substance abuse is based, at least 
Learning by Developing Action Model 87
in part, on professional experience (eg. Lehto, 1991). In this 
sense, experience and emotion are important elements in the 
professional conduct of the work itself, and not just concepts 
that are related to learning and development. Without the 
experiential dimension, professional substance abuse treat-
ment is not possible. 
The fourth perspective relates to the student’s own personal 
experiences. In Finnish society in particular, alcohol plays an 
important role. Thus, the reflection of one´s own substance 
abuse-related experiences and views are key elements in the 
transition towards becoming an expert in the field of subs-
tance abuse rehabilitation (cf. Lindqvist, 2006).
In a theoretical sense, this Learning by Developing is based 
on Dewey’s pragmatism. According to Dewey, experience is 
a two-way process. It is an event where a person is an  object 
and reactor to a situation, and also an active participant. 
Dewey emphasises the importance of continuity: the expe-
rience should not be understood as simply a separate event, 
but always in relation to past and future experiences. People 
have well-established habits based on previous experiences, 
and these determine how a person responds to a particular 
event. New experiences, however, may also change these 
practices, and thus affect the way in which one responds to 
future events. Therefore, experience is always constructed 
through the interaction between human perception and rea-
lity (external events, other people). (Dewey, 1938/2007.) 
Pragmatism and the theory of experiential learning empha-
size that experience alone is not enough. Human learning 
and development are based on reflections on experience, and 
the need for reflective thinking arises, particularly in the case 
of problematic situations, for example unexpected events, 
confusion or unpleasant experiences. (Dewey 1938/2007.)
Raij (2007, 23) describes the concept of experiencing as fol-
lows: ”experiencing emphasizes the active and responsible role 
that each participant must assume for his or her own learning, as 
well as participation in shared activities and learning. experiences 
are gathered and shared. they arise as the process progresses and 
solutions are found. Shared reflection on experiences and a search 
for significance promote understanding of the knowledge included 
in workplace competence and the recognition of new knowledge. 
the importance of experiencing arises particularly in relation to 
evaluation and knowledge building.” 
According to Raij´s (2007) process model of Learning by 
Developing (LbD), experiencing is associated in a phase 
which follows those of authenticity and partnership, but 
occurs before the achievement of inquiry acting and crea-
tiveness. These basic concepts of LbD are not independent, 
but rather are built on each other. In this paper, we assume 
that actual experiences have a strong presence from the 
beginning of a project. An orientation to the phenomenon 
and an authentic workplace environment can help to build 
meaningful experiences. In particular, at the beginning of a 
process, confusion can be a significant factor from the pers-
pective of learning. Co-operation with working-life partners 
also helps to build experience, and inquiry-based learning 
(Hakkarainen, Lipponen & Lonka, 2005) is an important 
starting point for LbD (eg. Fränti & Pirinen, 2005; Rauhala, 
2006). The significance of the research orientation is normal-
ly highlighted only after a project has been going for a long 
enough period; however, the beginning phase of the pro ject 
may also include research-oriented processes, such as the 
poster presented in the POKE project.
Research objectives, methods, materials 
In this article we assume that the experience includes three 
main elements. Firstly, it needs an external situation that 
causes the experience. Secondly, at the subjective level, an 
experience entails some kind of an affect or a feeling. Third-
ly, experience is not an isolated event, but gets its meaning 
in relation to some previous events. The meaning and effect 
of experiences can be determined in relation to learning and 
studying, the development process, professional activity or 
personal history. In this article, we analyse the experiences of 
a teacher and a student through these three domains. We ask: 
How do student´s and teacher´s experiences related to the poKe 
development project differ from each other, and what do they have 
in common?
The study is based on two diary-like texts, including a total 
of 31 pages.  The project teacher and student compiled diaries 
regarding the events and personal experiences which occur-
red during the early phase of the POKE project. Of course, 
the sample is limited, and the results can´t be generalised. 
However, the material also displays some general aspects of 
the importance of experience. Based on individual cases, it is 
possible to show the existence of phenomenon, but not their 
frequency. 
The experiences were identified through affective expres-
sions and classified as abductive.  First, we identified all 
areas of the text which contained either positive or negative 
expressions. We then considered where experiences may be 
influential on the context described. Our starting point was 
a theoretical pre-understanding formulated on the classifi-
cation of: experiences related to studies, the project mana-
gement, substance abuse work and personal history. During 
the analysis, we found a further four classifications invol-
ving experiences related to an authentic working life part-
nership, the student group, research orientation, and LbD 
management. 
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This article is based on reflective writing, where the authors’ 
subjective point of view is present. In this sense, the writing 
is different from traditional scientific writing, where the aim 
is a strict separation between the researcher and the research 
object. In the writing, which reflected the start-up phase of 
the project, the roles of the authors were seen as being dif-
ferent from each other. Two of the authors participated in 
the production of the research material (as a student and as 
a teacher).
General description about stories
The texts are diary-like and follow chronological order 
about the start of the project. The lecturer’s story starts from 
December 2012 and the student’s story from March 2013. The 
POKE project was officially launched in September 2013. 
Both stories end in November 2013.
The common story starts during March 2013, when the 
teacher introduced the project, which was incorporated into 
the course “social influence and social ethics”. The student 
signed up for the project and ended up in a group of four stu-
dents. The teacher instructed the group on how to start. The 
group soon started to work self-reliantly, keeping in touch 
with the head of the therapeutic community and the consul-
tant company. The students and teacher went to the addic-
tion welfare unit together to become familiar with their 
policies.
The process that is described through stories included 
several workshops, where the addiction welfare unit’s 
employees, representatives of partners, the lecturer and 
students improved the service chain processes in guidan-
ce of consultants. First, “worst case scenario” -stories were 
told and solved from different points of view in a workshop 
that used narrative methods. These stories were worked on 
during the second workshop, using the means of a drama. 
The points in the service chain that needed to progress star-
ted to became more visible. The last part, or workshops, were 
divided in two actual workshops that were called modelling 
workshops. Participants were divided into two different 
physical places and half of the work was put in the place 
via video meeting. Modelling workshops were focused on 
creating models for solving problems of the addiction ser-
vice chain that concerned patients’ transfer from munici-
pal non-institutional care into institutional addictive care 
(insufficient and incomplete referrals and background infor-
mation). The outcome of the whole process was introduced 
in the service chain event in November 2013 in Järvenpää 
Addiction Hospital.
During the process, a chance opened up to present a poster 
about the outcome of the project’s start in the Second Euro-
pean Conference on Mental Health Nursing, in Turku, at the 
end of May 2013. Students played an important role in pro-
ducing the contents and outline of the poster. At the confe-
rence, the poster was exhibited by teachers from Laurea. The 
group of students wrote a report and presented the outcome 
of their work for their fellow students at the end of the study 
unit in May. 
Both texts from the student and the teacher consist of nar-
ration and self-reflection about what happened as well as 
their experiences. In both stories, the main thought is about 
self-discussion of one’s own role. Both texts are written in 
story-type form, and they start from reflecting one’s own 
history in terms of the project and end in an assessment of 
what the whole process gave for the future.
Analyses
Classes found in the material are collected in Table 1.
Class Student Teacher Teacher
Positive Negative Positive Negative
Studing in a project 5 2 8 7 22
Project management 6 11 6 14 37
Addiction treatment 
rehabilitation
11 2 4 - 17
Personal history 4 2 1 - 7
Partnership 3 - 7 1 11
Student group 1 4 2 - 7
Inquiry acting 2 3 2 2 13
LbD management - - 7 7 14
Total 32 24 31 31 128
table 1. classification of observations in the data
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During the classification of the material, most of the per-
ceptions came to the class of project management. The-
se perceptions were mainly negative, and mostly resulted 
in the ambiguity of the project in the beginning. Practical-
ly, this meant, for example, changing of plans, uncertain-
ty about the role of collaborators, difficulty to perceive the 
organisa tion of the project, one’s own role and uncertainty 
about expectations. The relation between the project’s aims 
and actions especially presented the thoughts: is the action 
meaningful for the project’s aims?
the whole process was marked by a perplexing “is this really every-
thing which was expected from us?” the whole group had very 
unclear views about what we were doing and what kind of impact 
it would have. often, i also felt uncertainty on whether i had done 
enough, even if i had read literacy concerning the treatment of 
substance abuse even after the narrative workshop. (Student) 
My role in the working group at the addiction hospital was a little 
bit unclear for me. they spoke quite concretely about client proces-
ses, and occasionally i felt i could as well participate in the deve-
lopment process of the dairy industry, so little i knew about some 
details. i thought that i would just have to tolerate this inconve-
nience caused by uncertainty. (Teacher)
In both material from the student and the teacher arose the 
difficulty of the language used in project administration.
there were plenty of strange words in the project plan. (Student)
When i opened the attached preliminary project plan, i got a hint 
that perhaps this is not a case where it’s possible to gain experience 
in client work in the treatment of substance abuse and to encounter 
substance abuse clients or the working methods. it seemed to be 
more like a development project, which would be managed mostly 
by an independent innovation office. i did not understand the tit-
le of the project the first time i read it, and i became uncertain of 
whether i would dare take a risk to recruit students for project 
work with title i could not even describe in my own words. the 
project plan was full of words that sounded to me like a typical 
language of development consultants, such as “agile innovation 
and development”, “value network”, “value chain”, “renewed”, 
“flexible practices” and “practices in silos”. i have little experien-
ces in development processes led by consultants, and the language 
used during this experience caused great frustration. Should i put 
this offer aside after all? (Teacher)
In addition to uncertainty and negative experiences, the pro-
ject was associated with many positive experiences. These 
were associated mainly with new and open-minded ways of 
developing work and faith in uncertain things to work out 
in the end. Typical for project activity was enthusiasm and 
a common feeling of respect, as well as the experience in the 
meaningfulness in actions. 
i was really enthusiastic about beginning the project, and i could 
hardly wait to get to work! (Student)
the message sent by Sirkka and the day’s programme conveyed 
the impression that our students and our participation are valued, 
because the day’s programme was carefully prepared ... in fact, i 
was a little worried about whether the majority of the participants 
would represent the staff of Laurea or the consultant office; so the 
direct dialogue between students and the addiction hospital would 
not then be realised. in this case, students could inevitably get an 
impression that they do not really participate in this development 
process, but they have organised a separate narrative workshop as 
”a kindergarten”. Fortunately this did not happen. (Teacher)
The student’s and the teacher’s experiences with project acti-
vities were very similar.
Studying in the project was associated with many expe-
riences. These experiences were both positive and negative. 
The student’s experiences were mostly related to clearing 
up their own impressions, firming their own know-how and 
enthusiasm that led to facultative studying: 
During the second workshop, my thought and understanding clea-
red up further. i thought that i have a good starting point to go to 
the therapeutic community for a practice period. (Student)  
During the next summer, i continued reading professional literacy. 
i was thinking about my studies and the first practice period. Unit 
was strongly on my mind. (Student)
The student’s negative experiences were associated with 
uncertainty of their own knowledge.
Administrative questions about the study unit were 
highlighted in the teacher’s story: were assignments reaso-
nable and meaningful? Will the project activity be the right 
amount for study credits? How can the project activity be 
rationalised to the students? On the other hand, the feeling 
of pride emerged in the teacher’s story when students were 
successful on assignments that they were given. 
in their turn, the students gave a very excellent presentation, 
which was based on their own experiences of practice periods. in 
the presentation, the students expressed their confidence in the 
development project, and the partners appreciated the opportu-
nity to be involved and expressed their desire to be available for 
development projects in the future, too. During the presentation, i 
almost exploded with the pride i felt, and afterwards, our partners 
praised the skills and maturity of our students. (Teacher) 
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In the student’s story, the most important source of posi-
tive experiences is addiction treatment rehabilitation and 
especially work done with clients. Participating in the POKE 
project included an expectancy of working with clients. Par-
ticipation was also combined with respect for the addiction 
unit’s work and highlighting a multidisciplinary way of wor-
king. The student’s enthusiasm was also related to the mee-
ting of theory and practice in the project activity.
Being part of a multidisciplinary co-operation with addic-
tion welfare workers gave the student a lot of self-confidence 
and a sense of pride in their own know-how:
Little by little, the idea of multi-professional began to come true. 
at the hospital, they really considered the whole person! Many 
things, just like practicing everyday-life routines, emphasised by 
Katariina, felt natural when i thought what i had read about the 
client group. (Student)
i felt that i could express my opinions, and i was being heard. 
Something had really boosted my self-confidence. after the work-
shop, i was given the feedback that i can perceive a customer’s 
situations in life and also challenges in the service chain very well, 
even though i was a student. it felt very good that all the work i had 
done had not gone to waste. (Student)
In the teacher’s story, LbD management came up with both 
positive and negative experiences. Relationship to the supe-
rior, working timetables, making agreements with team col-
leagues and communication in open-office settings arose 
in the story. Positive experiences were mainly related in the 
teacher’s own possibility to learn in the project activities.
in addition, i was attracted by the offer to co-operate sent by the 
addiction hospital, because it seemed to concern not only stu-
dents, but also me. it would be possible for me to participate in the 
work in the narrative workshops, and so i could easily learn this 
development method, which was new for me. also, because i had 
talked with my boss about some working-time resources for the 
poKe project in my work plan, i guess there should be some sort 
of display of using the resource. So, i decided to examine whether 
the offer to co-operate could be integrated with the study module. 
(Teacher)
Negative expressions were related to different practical 
issues (for e.g. transportation to the addiction welfare unit) 
as well as economic factors. The teacher felt that perhaps the 
organisation strategies that were introduced in development 
seminars did not meet everyday actions. The material also 
shows challenges in making schedules and technical school 
timetables in question. It seems that for a teacher, it is easy to 
take students who are studying in teacher’s own responsive 
units, but getting other students involved in the project is 
much more difficult. 
i received the message at a moment when my own teacher team 
had exactly one week’s time until the study unit Social influen-
ce and social ethics would start. i had no other available student 
groups, whose studies i could integrate with this offer ... this hap-
pens all the time; working life development projects rarely coin cide 
with the scheduling of study modules and timetables of student 
groups. (Teacher)
Inquiry acting appeared as a positive experience especially 
in the teacher’s story. The experience affiliated, for example, 
with how students were able to write in English effortlessly 
and succeeded with the making of the poster. For the teacher, 
the final result also felt very good. By making the poster, 
the teacher was convinced that something meaningful was 
being done. 
it was especially remarkable that the student group had produced 
fluent english so easily. Moreover, it was obvious that the student 
group had understood the purpose of development work, and in 
some sentences, some strengths and essential targets of develop-
ment of the working method had been described. considering the 
description written by the students, the narrative working method 
seemed to be a rather reasonable method for involving students in 
the development project. it was a little bit embarrassing to remem-
ber that there have been some suspicions in my own mind during 
the narrative workshop. (Teacher)
Partnership with the working life came up as a positive 
phenomenon in both stories. In the project, cooperation 
took place in a good atmosphere, and the student and the 
teacher both got the impression that they were welcome in 
co-operative developing. The student felt that the working- 
life part ner gave very fast and detailed answers to questions 
that emerged in the process:
i thought that a visit to the hospital would help. Markus welcomed 
Suvi and i to visit the hospital for one day. i was thrilled about this 
opportunity! (Student)
In the teacher’s point of view, the most crucial thing was that 
the students were appealing to their advantages, and the 
teacher could be proud of their students. In the teacher’s sto-
ry, a mutual group process and the meaning of indulging and 
even being ridiculed one’s self also come up.
now, afterwards, when i meet the members of my “spell group” 
in the poKe project, our encounters, in my opinion, are more inti-
mate just thanks to the common spontaneity and the experience of 
ridiculing ourselves. (Teacher)
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Few comments are associated with the student group. In 
the teacher’s story, the student group’s devoted and excited 
participation came up as a matter of pride, where as in the 
student material, the group was also a source of insecurity:
after two hours, when i returned to tapio’s desk in the student 
office, there was a casual working spirit, which i would prefer 
to see more often. the students camped around tapio’s desk, sat 
on the floor and on the edge of the desk, and there was already a 
finished-looking poster on the desktop of tapio’s computer. the 
atmosphere was typical for Friday afternoon: relaxed and good- 
humoured, and the students were cheerful and clearly proud of 
their output. (Teacher)
i also felt that everyone else must be more aware of what we were 
doing, and my own insecurity was an implication of my own lack 
of experience. (Student)
The meaning of one’s personal history came up in the 
student’s voice. One’s own experience with questions 
about addiction and mental health were prominent as well 
as the progress of the project as one’s own professional 
development.
the more i read, the more i started to understand that my expe-
rience of life before my studies could be crucial while working in 
the addiction treatment field. My experiences with treatment and 
rehabilitation in the mental health field had lot in common with 
the addiction welfare treatment. (Student)
Discussion 
According to the analysis, there were a wide variety of expe-
riences which related to the project’s activities. In Raij´s 
(2007) process model, Learning by Developing is related to 
five main concepts: authenticity, partnership, experiencing, 
inquiry acting, and creativeness. Our analysis shows that 
these concepts are not independent of each other, and espe-
cially, that authentic partnership is one of the main elements 
of experiences in the development project. 
In addition, the results show that the student and teacher 
experiences are similar to each other in many ways. For 
example, the confusion and uncertainty associated with the 
project activities are common experiences. Obviously, such 
negative experiences are common factors in the process 
development (cf. Seppänen-Järvelä, 1999), and necessari-
ly related to some specific properties of the POKE project. 
According to Varila (2007), coping, survival and the avoi-
dance of shame are important psychological tendencies in 
development activities. The material of this study provides 
an indication that uncertainty, confusion, and even a tem-
porary feeling of shame can be important starting points for 
learning in the project.
Studying in a project, working life partnership and different 
successes are key sources of positive experience. Also, from 
the teacher’s point of view, the project activities offer a good 
opportunity for personal learning. There are, however, dif-
ferences: from the perspective of the teacher, the aspects of 
formal curriculum, tasks and academic credit, as well as res-
ponsibility for the student´s experience and learning, play a 
key role, while the students stress, for example, the impor-
tance of the student group. 
Project activities support learning in many ways. First, the 
project creates an inspiring learning environment that sup-
ports motivated learning and self-study. Second, the project 
work is integrated with theoretical knowledge, the students’ 
own experiences and their learning adaption to professional 
practices. Third, the project activity provides opportunities 
for success and thus reinforces the students’ professional 
self-confidence. On the other hand, the results show a num-
ber of pedagogic challenges in LbD, where, for example, it 
is difficult to combine traditional course-based study plan-
ning and flexible project activities. It took some time to get 
over the confusion felt by both the student and the teacher in 
the beginning of the project. In managing LbD, it needs to be 
considered that there should be enough time to familiarise 
oneself with the environment offered by a project. 
Feelings have been widely discussed among the social-work 
field. To be able to separate one’s own feelings from social 
work has been considered as an element of professional 
work (Juhila, 2006, 188). Our analyses view the experiential 
learning process of substance abuse rehabilitation studies 
implemented in a development project. The results show 
that feelings play a major role in the learning process of 
social work and development activities.
It should be noted that this paper is based on individual expe-
riences, and the results can´t be generalised. In addition, the 
article describes only the experiences of the early stages of 
the project, and in the context of a long-running project, the 
experiences would most likely have been different. 
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entrepreneUrSHip eDUcation in tHe 
LbD action MoDeL - revieW 
Abstract
This article describes the development of entrepreneurship education based on the Learning by Developing (LbD) action 
model. The LbD action model, which has its roots in a pragmatic learning theory, offers a methodology for the development 
of practice - oriented entrepreneurial education. The article begins with the concept of entrepreneurship as a mind-set and a 
process related to active citizenship. It briefly describes the LbD model that integrates competence producing learning and an 
innovative research and development project. It then proceeds to introduce the didactic triangle of LbD in the entrepreneurial 
context, and concludes by introducing entrepreneurial learning, and by considering entrepreneurial education from LbD’s 
point of view.
Key words: entrepreneurship education, Learning by Developing, entrepreneurial learning process 
Introduction
’Europe faces a number of challenges that can only be met if it 
has innovative, well-educated, and entrepreneurial citizens’ 
(EACEA 2012). The statement comes from a report, in which 
the state of entrepreneurship education, in different Euro-
pean countries, is compared. In Finland the objective to pro-
mote entrepreneurship at all the school levels as well as to 
improve the cooperation between education and work life 
is strengthened in the development plan for education and 
research for the years 2011 - 2016 following the one for 2007 - 
2012 (Ministry of Education and Culture 2012).
Increasing unemployment in European countries, espe-
cially among young people, is one of the reasons why the 
development of entrepreneurship has become a focus in 
searching new solutions. Entrepreneurship is recognised by 
the Council as worthy of promotion because it is seen that 
entrepreneurial competence can provide benefits to society, 
even beyond their application to business activity (EDUC 27). 
Based on Audretsch’s (2003) literature survey, it seems that 
increasingly new and small firms, rather than large ones, 
are the major providers of new jobs. It furthermore shows 
that countries exhibiting a greater increase in entrepreneur-
ship rates tended to exhibit greater subsequent decreases in 
unemployment rates. 
The international survey has regarded  entrepreneurship 
as a way of thinking and course of action (cf. the entrepre-
neurial way of thinking and an entrepreneurial approach) as 
well as capability as a cognitive concept (cf. entrepreneurial 
talents), which have clear business objectives in relation to 
the operating environment and are different from the gene-
ral methods. (cf. Haynie, Shepherd, Mosakowski & Earley 
2010, 217 – 229.)  They are identified in different ways of defi-
ning the concept. Although entrepreneurship is often lin-
ked to creating commercial value, there is also a field which 
has become known as social entrepreneurship. It focuses on 
improving conditions or enabling change in the wider social 
sphere or in the direction of entrepreneurial sustainability 
(Bessant and Tidd 2011, 10 - 25)  that can be taken into account 
in developing entrepreneurship education. 
94 Learning by Developing Action Model
Enhancing entrepreneurship begins by focusing on the 
development of entrepreneurship education. We all go to 
school. It offers an environment where all the potential, 
future entre preneurs are achieving new competences for 
their future lives. The world that is waiting for them is full 
of unexpected situations and constant changes, where new 
ways of action are needed as well as self- directedness and 
taking responsibility for one’s own life.  
Being aware of the challenges and expectations, men tioned 
above, the transnational project ’Young Entrepreneurship 
– Developing in Action (YEDAC)’ (2013 – 2015) funded by 
the EU, aims for the creation of trans-European models for 
school teachers to support the development of their skills 
and methods in applying entrepreneurial learning to diffe-
rent teaching subjects and to different contexts.  The mem-
ber states in the project are: Denmark (coordinator), Austria, 
Finland, the Netherlands, Bulgaria and Spain.  The project 
selected the Learning by Developing action model to be app-
lied in supporting the development of entrepreneurship 
education, and Laurea as the work package leader in produ-
cing the entrepreneurial didactic model (www.yedac.eu/). 
The Learning by Developing (LbD) action model has been 
developed at Laurea University of Applied Sciences (Laurea 
UAS) since the beginning of 2000. It was developed with res-
pect to the challenges given to higher education institutes 
in Finland in the university law reforms. Higher education 
institutes needed to influence society and the surrounding 
regions. Cooperation with real working life led to chan-
ge practices at Laurea, and research work (Raij 2007; 2013), 
focused on the conceptions of teachers concerning project- 
based learning, introduced  the action model that was named 
as Learning by Developing, referring to future-oriented ways 
of action in a working life. 
Based on successful outcomes LbD was nominated as the 
basic strategy at Laurea (Laurea Strategy 2007) and it became 
Laurea’s trade mark. Laurea has become the most awarded 
UAS in Finland with five Centre of Excellence nominations 
from the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council. The 
LbD action model emphasises acting together in projects, 
substantial cooperation with working life experts, equali-
ty between partners, and curiosity in front of new challen-
ges, risk taking abilities, creativity, and the development of 
competences that enable meeting an ever- changing world of 
work (Raij 2013; LbD Guide 2011).  The choice to apply the LbD 
model in the YEDAC project led to consider entrepreneur-
ship education from a pragmatic learning concept’s point of 
view, as it is in the LbD model. The focus in this article is on 
two research questions: 
1. How does entrepreneurship education fit the Learning 
by Developing action model? 
2. How does LbD fit entrepreneurial learning?
These questions will be approached by firstly discussing the 
concept of entrepreneurship as an entrepreneurial mind-set 
and a process related to entrepreneurial learning.  The dis-
cussion will continue by focusing on the LbD action model. 
The didactic triangle, with the corner elements in the LbD, 
will then be introduced and compared to an entrepreneu-
rial learning context. The article will close by presenting a 
didactic model for entrepreneurship education, and with the 
answers to the research questions.
About entrepreneurship as a concept
The following definitions are aimed to describe the use of the 
concept of entrepreneurship in different meanings; focusing 
at first on the characteristics of an operator, and ending by 
looking at entrepreneurship related to active citizenship. A 
wide range of meanings, on the other hand, show how entre-
preneurship has become important in finding solutions to 
societal challenges in European countries.  
As Gartner (1989) pointed out, entrepreneurship research 
traditionally focused earlier more on entrepreneurial cha-
racteristics or activities carried out by the entrepreneur.  The 
word entrepreneur originates from the French word, ‘entrep-
rendre’, which means ‘to undertake’. In a business context, it 
refers to starting a business, and at the same time it includes 
taking initiative and responsibility.   On the one extreme, an 
entrepreneur is a person of very high aptitude who pioneers 
change, possessing characteristics found in only a very small 
fraction of the population. On the other extreme of defini-
tions, anyone who wants to work for him or herself is consi-
dered to be an entrepreneur. (cf. Reijonen 2007, 37.)  
In his own description, Cartner (1989) considers the concept 
of self-motivated entrepreneurship. According to him, it 
creates a rich basis for entrepreneurial education, as it is not 
so much focusing on characteristics of the operator, but on 
self-directed attitudes and behaviour.  Johannisson and Olai-
son (2007) continue that this kind of attitude and behaviour 
are created and used, empowered particularly by accounta-
bility and creativity, which, for example, contribute to the 
challenges of life in every area. Also, Kyrö’s (1998) descrip tion 
of self-oriented entrepreneurship refers to an individual’s 
overall entrepreneurial attitude and approach in all areas of 
life. It emphasises vision, the will and the ability to influen-
ce one’s own future, as well as taking responsibility for one’s 
own life and activities, such as learning or income.
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The Green Paper Entrepreneurship in Europe (2003) widens 
the concept by highlighting that entrepreneurship is first 
and foremost a mind-set. ’It covers an individual’s motiva-
tion and capacity, independently or within an organisa tion, 
to identify an opportunity and to pursue it in order to pro-
duce new value or economic success. It takes creativity or 
innovation to enter and compete in an existing market, to 
change or even to create a new market. To turn a business 
idea into success requires the ability to blend creativity or 
innovation with sound management and to adapt a business 
to optimise its development during all phases of its life cycle’ 
that can be identified as entrepreneurial talents.  Hisrich, 
Peters and Shepherd (2010) sum up the aspects of the entre-
preneurial process as identifying and evaluating the oppor-
tunity, developing a business plan, resources required and 
management of the enterprise. 
An entrepreneurial mind-set is the ability to rapidly sense, 
act and mobilize, even under uncertain conditions, as Ire-
land, Hitt and Sirmon (2003) have posited. The European 
Reference Framework of Key Competences for Lifelong Lear-
ning (2006) associates sense of initiative with entrepreneur-
ship, and Bessant and Tidd (2011, 10 - 25) relate innovation 
and entrepreneurship by seeing innovation to be driven by 
entrepreneurship, which enables good ideas to become a 
reality. 
The concept of active citizenship was introduced by the 
Council of Europe, Education for Democratic Citizenship. It 
includes participation in the community, including playing 
a part in the decisions and processes that affect a citizen, 
particularly public policy and services. This requires kno-
wledge and understanding of political, social and economic 
context of citizens’ participation so that they can make infor-
med decisions. An active citizen is able to challenge policies 
or actions and existing structures of the basis of principles 
such as equality, inclusiveness, diversity and social jus-
tice. It also requires acquiring knowledge, skills and attitu-
des, being able and willing to use them in decision making, 
and taking action individually and collectively. (Council of 
Europe 2004.) Active citizenship emphasises the role and 
competence of an actor, as well as activities and responsi-
bilities. The key characteristics of active citizenship can be 
seen to guide the development of entrepreneurship educa-
tion with its objectives and contents aiming to produce an 
entrepreneurial mind-set that is seen in citizens’ innovative 
ways of action.
In conclusion, the concept of entrepreneurship has different 
meanings depending on the selected ’what and how’ perspec-
tives. (Figure 1.) This article considers entrepreneurship with 
respect to entrepreneurial education. The educational pur-
pose is not to push every learner to become an entrepreneur 
but rather to support the development of  an entrepreneu-
rial mind-set, and offer resources for taking responsibility 
for building one’s own future. Entrepreneurship is seen as a 
mind-set and as a process leading to identifying an opportu-
nity and pursuing it in order to produce new value or econo-
mic success based on the principles such as equality, inclusi-
veness, diversity and social justice. An individual’s ability to 
turn ideas into action demands not only creativity and inno-














 Figure 1. entrepreneurship as a widening concept based on given meanings.
The entrepreneurial view in a learning 
process
In an entrepreneurial literature, a learning process is descri-
bed based on the skills of an entrepreneur or looking at diffe-
rent phases in a development process.  Applying Tötterman 
(2008) knowledge and skills in an entrepreneurial learning 
process are knowledge related to business skills, networking 
skills, marketing skills, administration skills and commer-
cialising skills, as well as skills related to creativity, flexibility 
and design. They enable the management of a process from 
identification or creation of venture ideas, decisions and 
actions related to development and execution of these ideas 
towards the realisations of a new business venture. 
According to Hisrich et all (2010),  there is an agreement that 
behind being an entrepreneur there is a kind of behaviour 
that includes; initiative taking, the organising and reorgani-
sing of social and economic mechanisms to bundle resources 
96 Learning by Developing Action Model
in innovative ways, and the  acceptance of risk, uncertainty, 
and/ or the potential for failure. 
Bessant and Tidd (2011, 10 – 25) have described the phases 
of setting the entrepreneurial goals in the entrepreneurial 
context. The phases are; recognising an opportunity, finding 
resources, developing a venture, and creating value. (Figure 
2). Entrepreneurial goals and context through the availabili-
ty or scarcity of resources, talent, opportunities, infrastruc-
ture and support are additionally profoundly affected by the 
education, training experience and aptitude of individuals 
as Bessant and Tidd (2011) have clarified. 
Figure 2. aspects of the entrepreneurial process with entrepreneurial skills in an innovative learning environment (appl. tötterman 2008 
and bessant & tidd 2011)
The descriptions of entrepreneurial talents, as well as beha-
viours, can be used as basis in identifying entrepreneu-
rial learning objectives that enable, the management of a 
process from identification or creation of venture ideas, and 
decisions and actions related to the development and execu-
tion of these ideas towards the realisations of new business 
venture.  The identified talent – based competences aim to 
enhance influencing on one’s own future, and taking respon-
sibility for one’s own life and activities. 
A future entrepreneur is able;                                           
• to recognize opportunities and take initiatives,                                               
• to find and bundle resources,
• to build and maintain networks,                                                                                                                                        
to develop and market business ideas,
• to respond to challenges and find new solutions,                                      
to design,        
• to manage activities and processes,                                                                 
• to commercialise new innovations, and                                                            
• to make decisions and realise new business ventures. 
The identified phases describe the main processes leading to 
value creation as entrepreneurial goals in the entrepreneu-
rial context. They will be utilised in planning entrepreneur-
ship education and creating an entrepreneurship educa tion 
context that enables change and good ideas to become a 
reality. 
In order to succeed in enhancing entrepreneurship, the par-
ticipation of the whole society is involved. In the Council’s 
paper, it is clearly expressed as a recommendation. ‘Building 
an entrepreneurial society involves everyone. Attitudes 
towards entrepreneurial initiative, and failure, must be made 
more positive. Crucial to achieving this are those on whom 
today’s and future entrepreneurs depend’. (COM 2003)
LbD action model in entrepreneurship 
education
The Learning by Developing (LbD) action model is based on 
a pragmatic learning concept as Taatila & Raij (2011) have 
shown.  Referring to Ardalan (2008), in pragmatism, the 
world of work is seen as ever-changing and today’s truth 
might be different tomorrow.  Learners need new ways of 
action to be able to meet future challenges, and find new 
solutions.  The LbD action model, with its phases and cha-
racteristics, was identified by studying the changing prac-
tices at Laurea USA, since the three tasks (pedagogy, regional 
development, research and development), given in the USA 
law, were seen as an integrated whole. The integration led to 
develop networking and cooperation with a region resulting 
in many successful project works.  It, in turn, led to see an 
authentic working life - related project as a learning environ-
ment (Raij 2013). 
The LbD actions can also be seen as an integration of diffe-
rent types of knowledge: knowledge in theories and models, 
embedded in skills and abilities, moral knowledge, and 
experiential knowledge, as well as an integration of diffe-
rent learning components; knowing, understanding, acting 





















Business skills, Networking skills, Marketing skills 
Administration skills, Commercialising skills, Design skills 
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT as an entrepreneurial society
Learning by Developing Action Model 97
objectives as competences that include a knowledge base, 
skills, abilities to act, and abilities to manage situations,  as 
well as to build a learning environment around projects, as 
different workshops, in which learners have the possibility 
to achieve tools in the forms of different types of knowledge. 
(Raij 2000; 2013.) 
In entrepreneurship education, a connection with a real- 
life context is seen as meaningful, as it is also emphasised 
in guidelines for entrepreneurship education given by the 
Ministry of Education and Culture (2009). Learning compe-
tences include an integration of different types of know ledge 
connecting theory and practice, and the purpose is that a 
learner will be able to do something for his or her own future. 
Learning is seen as a tool for producing new habits of action 
that makes it possible to create a new business - like idea, to 
test it and discover the ways of implementing it in the future. 
This can be seen to facilitate the development of an entrepre-
neurial mind-set that supports the development of new ways 
of action as an active citizen.  It happens through the inter-
actions between learners, their teachers, and entrepreneurs 
as well as other stakeholders.
In LbD, acting together is emphasised. It means  co-crea tion, 
co-operation, and  co-design  as equal partners, a process in 
which all the partners have different roles related to their 
expertise and own objectives. The various activities are 
supposed to change individuals and the environment. The 
following example is introduced to make it more concrete. 
The development of a marketing plan for Laurea’s partner 
company was carried out in co-operation between business 
people, and Laurea’s staff and students (P2P project 2014). 
In the project, based on careful competitor analyses, and 
home-page analyses,  students produced the ‘digi-marke-
ting’ plan by utilising social media and other internet possi-
bilities, and managed to change marketing behaviour in the 
company by offering new approaches and ideas, as well as 
their own actions.  
By applying LbD, the development of an entrepreneurial 
mind-set proceeds from experiences of how ’a business idea’ 
is created, developed further, and tested with entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurial learning takes place by acting together in an 
entrepreneurial context. A starting point is a discovered idea 
for an inquiry. New, entrepreneurial words and concepts are 
used as means of interaction, communication and coordina-
tion. Learning proceeds based on experienced actions and 
their consequences. In entrepreneurial education, applying 
the LbD action model means that learning is seen as a tool, 
facilitating the achievement of new ways of action that are 
described as entrepreneurial learning competences. Sub-
ject matters are seen as different possibilities for estab-
lishing workshops, in which new tools can be achieved.  The 
following description is introduced as an example. A health 
care student had an idea of developing remote interpretation 
services for non-native health care clients by utilising either 
internet or mobile applications.  She acquired the needed 
subject-specific knowledge and skills, and additionally busi-
ness skills including financial management skills needed 
in the establishment of an enterprise.  This project became 
her learning environment.  Additionally, she participated 
in the Cambridge Venture Camp in the UK (estab lished in 
2007 between Laurea UAS and Cambridge University) with 
her business idea plan.  In Cambridge, the student contact-
ed many business experts as well as other business-oriented 
students and ended up finding a partner for her future enter-
prise. Her learning path led to the establishment of an enter-
prise where remote interpretation services can be bought 
today.
The LbD action model integrates competence-producing 
learning and an innovative R&D project. In entrepreneur-
ship education, an innovative project, based on learners’ 
own ideas, and derived from a real-life context, offers a pos-
sibility to achieve entrepreneurial competences and at the 
same time to produce something new. 
The characteristics of the LbD are authenticity, partnership, 
trust, creativity and an investigative approach (Raij 2007). 
If we look at entrepreneurship education, we see that aut-
henticity arises from real-life connected entrepreneurial 
projects that form the learning environment. Partnerships 
between learners, their teachers, entrepreneurs and other 
stakeholders are built on trust and on a commitment-inspi-
ring agreement. Different subject matters add value to 
the development process of a project. The role of a teacher 
involves management and organisation carried out with dif-
ferent participants, project planning, and participation in 
different project stages. All this requires the learning cultu-
re, in which leadership supports and gives spaces for equal 
participation in the development of entrepreneurship edu-
cation, as well as invites the involvement of the surrounding 
society.
Laurea offers bachelor level educational programmes in two 
different campuses that are introduced as examples of how 
to enhance learning entrepreneurship and business deve-
lopment, as well as creating new businesses through LbD: 
Peer – to - Peer (P2P), and Laurea Business Ventures (LBV). 
Learning objectives are described as action-related compe-
tences in entrepreneurship related subject areas. Learning 
always takes place in authentic development projects. The 
differences can be found in the focus areas. The P2P pro-
gramme aims more to enhance entrepreneurship by get-
ting students involved with business people and carrying 
out different developmental projects in and for companies. 
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The P2P students are supposed to find their own projects by 
selecting interesting project ideas offered by companies or 
Laurea staff. In LBV, which was established to emphasise the 
development of one’s own business, business-development- 
related subject areas are highlighted.  The LBV students are 
also supposed to find their own projects either, by creating 
their own business ideas or businesses, or by selling their 
competence to existing organisations.  In the both program-
mes students define the project related learning objectives in 
cooperation with their teachers, and carry out their projects 
in different workshops, in which the idea is to facilitate their 
competence construction processes in relation to practical 
experiments and give to them tools for their project work. 
(Laurea 2014.)
Entrepreneurship education in LbD – 
oriented didactic triangle 
This part is an attempt to draw the LbD oriented didactic tri-
angle in the context of entrepreneurship education for enab-
ling the discussion of the different roles a teacher, learner, 
and content have. Referring to Kansanen (1999, 2012), lear-
ners, teachers and content are the three entities that form 
the corners of the didactic triangle. As Kansanen points 
out, didactics are always connected with some context in 
the society. He emphasises, however, the relation between a 
teacher and a leaner, and a learners’ relation to the content is 





Figure 3. the didactic relation in the didactic triangle applying Kansanen (1999)
In a traditional learning situation, a teacher teaches with res-
pect to the content (subject) and a learner learns by studying. 
The aims and learning objectives are described in a curricu-
lum. The objective is achieved when a learner displays the 
gained knowledge often by giving right answers in an exam.
In LbD, in which a research and development project forms a 
learning environment, and new competences as new ways of 
action, as well as new innovations are the desired outcomes, 
the entities in the didactic model have different meanings. 
The partners in entrepreneurship education are students, 
teachers, entrepreneurs as working life representatives, and 
other stakeholders depending on the nature of a project. 
Kallioinen (2011) writes about transformative teaching con-
nected to the development of the LbD model. The traditio-
nal classroom teacher has no role in LbD (LbD Guide 2011). 
A transformative teacher is seen as a facilitator, co-actor, 
and a coach, representing his or her own expertise. Addi-
tionally, working life representatives, who share their expe-
riences and utilise them in a project, are seen as co-actors, 
facilitators and coachers.   The new roles of a transformative 
teacher are identified based on the vast practical experien-
ces at Laurea since 2005: 1) as preparers and organisers of the 
LbD implementation process; 2) as implementers, and 3) as 
evaluators (LbD Guide 2011). Referring to the expectations 
concerning active citizenship, teachers are responsible 
for giving space and offering opportunities to learners to 
become active citizens, who are able to make decisions and 
take actions individually and collectively by following prin-
ciples such as equality, inclusiveness, diversity and social 
justice (c.f. Council of Europe 2004) these also are in line with 
Laurea’s own values:  sense of community, social responsibi-
lity and creativity. 
Entrepreneurial projects differ from each other, and con-
tents are derived from various subject matters. Thus, at the 
beginning of an LbD project, it is difficult to know what 
kind of learning will take place.  We can say that LbD means 
team teaching, but the team consists of different co-actors 
and different experts. Since the entrepreneurial project has 
connections with authentic real - life situations, the learning 
outcomes are in line with the entrepreneurial goals, but the 
objectives can be achieved in many different ways as well 
as in many different contexts. This kind of project enables 
the integration of different competences. Transformative 
teaching offers possibilities to develop new ways of action as 
a teacher. As a preparer, a teacher builds networks and con-
tacts entrepreneurs and other stakeholders in a region and 
develops cooperation.  As an implementer, a teacher can act 
in a project as a developer or a researcher or facilitate stu-
dents in different workshops to achieve new tools needed 
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in project work. As an evaluator, a teacher is responsible for 
the holistic assessment. It is seen as challenging, because 
students do not act and learn in the same contexts. Evalua-
tion takes place in many different ways, and it can be seen 
as teamwork. In Laurea’s LBV programme (p.9), evaluation 
is described as a reflective, development-oriented co-opera-
tional process between the students, staff mentors and wor-
king-life representatives (Laurea, 2010). The entrepreneur’s 
feedback, peer feedback, the students’ own self-evaluation 
as well as teachers’ quantitative and qualitative assessments 
are all important elements in holistic evaluation. Two aims 
can be separated. First, the evaluation is focused on a busi-
ness-like project as a process. Secondly, students’ entrepre-
neurial competences are identified and credited by compa-
ring them to the learning objectives described in curricula. 
(c.f.  LbD Guide 2011.)  Therefore, it is considered important 
that learning outcomes are described as concrete entrep-
reneurial competences addressing the development of an 
entre preneurial mind-set, and learning objectives direct the 
planning of personal curricula, not single study units. Com-
petence-oriented assessment includes students’ knowledge 
base, skills, and abilities to act and manage situations set in 
learning objectives.  By acting together in projects,  students 
can show what they have really learned, and describe it, for 
example,  in portfolios or learning diaries that are used at 
Laurea (c.f. LbD Guide 2011).
 
In LbD-based entrepreneurship education a student is in the 
central role.  Giving space for individual creativeness and 
facilitating the integration of different talents can be seen 
to promote every learner’s growth to find his or her own 
strengths and possibilities for a future life. In traditional 
classroom teaching, where there are tens of students with 
one teacher, the challenge might be too high.  In LbD-based 
education, a student is seen as a partner, who develops his 
or her own idea in a project, achieves entrepreneurial com-
petences at the same time, and produces new entrepreneu-
rial innovations. Acting together in a real entrepreneurial 
project is seen as an enabler. Giving space for students does 
not mean leaving them alone, although some of the students 
once complained that ‘they were thrown into the water with-
out being asked if they can swim’. Based on systematically 
collected student feedback, it was concluded that the LbD 
model can significantly advance the general working-life 
readiness of the students, as well as their high- quality lear-
ning possibilities. It was enabled by cooperation and the 
development of partnerships, as well as students acting as 
partners. Additionally, LbD was seen to enhance the growth 
in self-directed learning. (Kallioinen 2008.) In the second 
international LbD evaluation in 2009, the authors identi-
fied the following as the strengths of  LbD: ’the growth of 
independent thought, self-confidence, a highly experiential 
atmosphere, a high degree of responsibility, early experien-
ces of personal responsibility for results and duty to col-
leagues, early experiences of having people relying on you 
and experiences with equality.’ LbD is also focused on ensu-
ring that students can ’do things’ rather than just be able to 
repeat answers in exams. (Vyakarnam, S. and Illes, K. (2009.) 
All these strengths can be seen in line with the objectives of 
active citizens (c.f. Council of Europe 2004) and as evidences 
of how the principles; equality, inclusiveness, diversity and 
social justice could be adopted through LbD. Furthermore, 
the annual number of start-ups (around 20) funded by Lau-
rea students can be seen as evidences of the impacts of the 
LbD model.
A curriculum has an essential role in directing school work. 
The curriculum reform related to the development of LbD 
(Laurea 2007) was based on the identification of the holis-
tic model of competence (Raij 2000) that has been used as a 
frame in Laurea’s pedagogical strategy since 2002. In descri-
bing learning objectives subject-specific knowledge, as well 
as the experiences of different project participants, were 
taken into account. The outcomes describe what kind of 
competences a student has achieved and how they corres-
pond to the expected requirements. Competences in cur-
ricula are related to different subject matters.  In real-life- 
oriented R&D projects, different subject matters are needed 
as enablers to successfully carry out a project. In the latest 
report, in which entrepreneurship education at European 
schools was compared, it was noticed that entrepreneurial 
content was applied in very different subject matters (Euro-
pean Commission 2012). In the LbD projects, subject matters 
can vary depending on the nature of a project and the deve-
lopment process of a project.  In an entrepreneurial curricu-
lum, learning objectives are described as competences that 
are needed in enhancing entrepreneurship in a society, ’to 
change or even to create a new market’ as it was highlighted 
in the Green Paper (2003).  
In conclusion, the didactic triangle that is assumed to fit 
entre preneurship education will be introduced by taking 
into account the pragmatic nature of the LbD action model, 
the application of the model and  the different meanings of 
the corner entities described above (Figure 4).










Teacher & Entrepreneur Student
Entrepreneurial context
Figure 4.the entrepreneurial didactic triangle in the LbD action model.
The didactic triangle in LbD, in the entrepreneurship edu-
cation, is located to the context where a region, with all the 
different enterprises and entrepreneurs as well as teachers, 
has an important role. School is of life, not for life, and lear-
ning takes place most favourably through models and appli-
cations that have genuine foundations in life as Dewey (1929, 
39–40; 1934, 35–59) pointed out in his time. Considering the 
relations between the core entities, it can be summarised 
that a teacher has many different roles through transfor-
mative teaching for supporting and facilitating students 
in achieving entrepreneurial competences, while a student 
should achieve entrepreneurial competences for being able 
to renew working life as a developer.  
Entrepreneurial learning activities in LbD
Referring to Bessant’s and Tidd’s (2011) description (p. 6), the 
phases of setting the entrepreneurial goals in the entrepre-
neurial context are; recognizing an opportunity and  finding 
resources related to  planning; developing a venture rela-
ted to acting  and creating value related to  evaluating and 
developing.  The stages of the LbD action model that were 
identified in the study (Raij 2007; 2013) follow each other in 
different orders depending on the needs of learners and the 





identifying the phenomenon of the R&D project with its concepts and relationships between concepts, and defining a 
project with its activities
reflecting on the meanings of previous research findings and solutions
predictive recognition and description of processes related to the project, which makes possible both an abductive 
hypothesis (an initial presumption (based on prior clarifications, facts and discoveries) and a personal curriculum
ac
tin
g acquiring tools that are existing theories and models, subject – related concepts, and instruments for acting






continuous evaluation of the project and personal learning process (the consequences of activities)
reflecting on shared experiences and creating new meanings
recognising and evaluating achieved competence






sharing, disseminating and productising the outcomes developing
table 1. the stages of the LbD model
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The stages can be identified also as learning activities. Thus, 
in the entrepreneurial learning context, learning activities 






creating new business-like ideas




reflecting on both earlier and new experiences
acquiring entrepreneurial tools (theory knowledge, skills, values)












developing new ways of action by utilising the outcomes
In the above mentioned YEDAC project (p. 2) (www.yedac.
eu/),  it was concluded, based on literature review and focus 
group discussions  that are formed  by experts from diffe-
rent partner countries, to describe entrepreneurial learning 
activities as in the following way: discovering new ideas 
(under the selected theme); defining a project; networking; 
acquiring entrepreneurial tools; co-creating and solving 
problems; experiencing, reflecting on consequences; and 
developing new ways of action that are in line with the LbD 
learning activities. 
The activities described are suggested to be used as a gui-
de for developing a process model for entrepreneurial lear-
ning. We can now utilise them as a basis for establishing 
entre preneurial workshops to enable the achievements of 
learning objectives. The workshops are meant to facilitate 
learning and all the partners’ work by structuring different 
phases in a project work in the following way:
Thematic workshops: Teachers, students, entrepreneurs 
and other stakeholders select firstly a theme that is connec-
ted to a region by taking into account regional challenges, 
and secondly plan different approaches based on subject 
matters that will be integrated. 
Idea workshops:  Constructed thematically. Students crea-
te and sell new ideas to be further developed in teams that 
are formed around the most potential ideas. New ideas are 
tested, and the potential ones will be approved based on 
shared feedback and encouragement. Partners in idea work-
shops are mainly students, teachers and entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurial tool workshops: Provide students with 
different tools (knowledge and skills, and values) needed in 
the development of selected business-like ideas as projects.
Project workshops: A project is defined and developed. 
They offer facilities, guidance, coaching, co-creation and 
acting together. Partners in project workshops are students, 
teachers, entrepreneurs, and other stakeholders. The pro-
ject workshops additionally facilitate dissemination of out-
comes as new ways of action, and new products.
Reflecting workshops: Enable reflection on the meanings 
of consequences in the development of projects. Consequen-
ces can be positive or negative but they all are valuable in 
offering learning experiences that lead to new ways of action.
Evaluation workshops: Enable the continuing evaluation 
of the projects developed around the ideas, learning proces-
ses, learning outcomes and products or services produced in 
the projects. Evaluation as a team includes self-evaluation, 
peer evaluation, and teachers’ as well as entrepreneurs’ eva-
luation.  (Figure 5.)
table 2. Learning activities in entrepreneurship education
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Figure 5. entrepreneurial learning context.
Learning activities give their own meanings to workshops 
that provide students with knowledge, skills and values, and 
actions needed in working life. New entrepreneurial ways of 
action can be identified as learning competences. 
The entrepreneurial way of learning in the 
LbD action model
If we accept that the educational goal is to have an effect 
on social practices, we should pay attention to the learning 
practices that are most effective in creating a social and per-
sonal acceptance of the subjects in a curriculum and the 
competence to use this information in practice (Fugate & 
Jefferson, 2001). We can now consider an entrepreneurial 
learning process from the perspective of the LbD way of lear-
ning. The starting point is creating an entrepreneurial idea, 
something new that learners are willing to develop further. 
Around good ideas, project teams are established, where 
teachers and entrepreneurs also have a role. Responsibilities 
are divided and roles are named. Working plans are made 
together. Needed tools can be achieved in workshops that 
have been built around ideas. A workshop can be a lesson 
where new concepts and knowledge embedded in skills and 
abilities are dealt with, as well as language skills as part of 
networking skills or computer skills as part of administra-
tion skills, or it can be an enterprise where experiential 
knowledge is shared. Creativeness is asked from teachers 
when they plan how to facilitate and guide learners in pre-
senting their ways of action in projects and achieved out-
comes. Consequences as experiences are constantly reflected 
on and they are given meanings. Based on this, new ways of 
action are developed. Success is rewarded.  Failure is seen as 
a valuable learning experience that leads to the development 
of new habits of action in front of new challenges. They are 
always competences as new ways of action that are assessed. 
The aforementioned entrepreneurial process with entre-
preneurial skills (p. 5) can be introduced as the LbD way of 
learning in entrepreneurship education (Figure 6).
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Figure 6.  the LbD way of learning in an entrepreneurial context.
Setting entrepreneurial goals as learning objectives requi-
res identifying the objectives as entrepreneurial competen-
ces that enable the development of active citizenship (p. 4). 
Creating an entrepreneurial learning context requires coope-
ration with enterprises and entrepreneurs as well as teachers 
with different subject-specific competences. School has to 
enter the real life context; designing, developing marketing 
plans as well as commercialising plans leading to value crea-
tion are the concrete phases in an entrepreneurial learning 
process. 
A teacher’s role as a facilitator is multi-faceted. It is not 
enough to be an expert in one’s own subject, but teachers 
have new roles as preparers and organisers of the LbD imple-
mentation process, as implementers; and as evaluators. They 
are supposed to network, co-create, participate in project 
activities as facilitators and coaches, develop and investi-
gate. Entrepreneurs can be seen as partners who share their 
experiential knowledge and competences and support lear-
ners in the development of project ideas. Enterprises are seen 
as workshops in an entrepreneurial learning environment. 
Based on Laurea’s experiences, cooperation with enterpri-
ses has added value for all of the participants. Enterprises 
receive a constant stream of new ideas and innovations and 
future workforce. Cooperation between the public (school) 
and private organisations give space to the integration of 
different competences and make it possible to go forward. 
Similarly, enterprises offer a constant stream of interesting 
project ideas and subjects and share competences based on 
their own experiences and the requirements of a job. (c.f. 
Taatila & Raij, 2012.)
An entrepreneurial learning environment can be described 
first as different types of knowledge (knowledge written in 
theories and models, knowledge embedded in skills and abi-
lities, moral knowledge and experiential knowledge), which 
demand the close cooperation of teachers,  entrepreneur 
and other stakeholders. Secondly, a project around a dis-
covered idea forms a learning environment. Furthermore a 
learning environment is seen as a physical and psychological 
space. Established workshops provide students with tools 
to accomplish different tasks in the development of entre-
preneurial projects. As a psychological space, it requires 
a warm, respectful and open atmosphere, where everyone 
is seen as an individual and equal partner and where diffe-
rences are seen as possibilities to find new innovative ideas. 
The concept of a learning environment in an entrepreneurial 
context does not work in a traditional classroom.
LbD became the main strategy at Laurea (Laurea strategy 
2007).  The decision presented the challenge to focus on the 
development of learning culture in such a way that it sup-
ports transformative teaching, participation, equality and 
constant interaction with a region. Participative leadership 
is emphasised, which includes ‘the bottom up’ way of deve-
loping work, and the integration of different competences. 
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Didactic model in entrepreneurship 
education
Considering entrepreneurship education as fitting in 
the LbD model, an attempt to introduce an entrepreneu-
rial didactic model for learning entrepreneurship will be 
made.  The model is built by utilising the YEDAC project 
work (www.yedac.eu/), in which literature review and focus 
group discussions (p.2) led to identify the central concepts of 
entrepreneurship education as a learning culture, learning 
environment, learning activities and learning outcomes, 
with their  properties that are in line with the characteristics 
of the LbD and the entrepreneurial talents described above. 
They are seen as a part of a whole that, together, describe 
the key entities of the didactic model. The actors in entre-
preneurship education are; a teacher, a student, an entrepre-
neur, and other stakeholders.  (Figure 7.) 
Figure 6.  the LbD way of learning in an entrepreneurial context.
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Conclusions
The choice, made in the transnational YEDAC - project, of 
applying the LbD action model in the development of entre-
preneurship education led to the consideration of how LbD 
fits entrepreneurship education , and how entrepreneurial 
learning fits LbD. 
In LbD, the connection with real working life is essential, and 
a real-life-oriented project forms a learning environ ment. In 
this respect, it seems to correspond with the objective ’to 
improve the cooperation between education and work life’ 
(Ministry of Education and Culture 2012).
Entrepreneurship education is considered related to an 
entre preneurial mind-set, which leads to the development 
of entrepreneurial competence (knowledge, skills, values, as 
well as new ways of action) or, in some cases, to the develop-
ment of one’s own business. The development of an entre-
preneurial mind-set is seen as an enabler for acting as an 
active citizen, who takes part in decision making in a society, 
as well as takes responsibility for one’s own life and activi-
ties. The LbD action model is introduced related to entrepre-
neurship education, and the LbD phases are followed in the 
identification of the process model for guiding the develop-
ment of an entrepreneurial learning context, as well as for 
structuring participants’ different learning paths. The pre-
sent didactic triangle of the entrepreneurial LbD model is 
used as a frame for introducing the key actors and elements 
in entrepreneurship education. Finally, the identification of 
the central concepts of entrepreneurship education and their 
relationships led to the construction of the didactic model of 
entrepreneurship education in the LbD action model.
Based on the present discussion, it can be said that the LbD 
action model, with its properties seems to fit the develop-
ment of entrepreneurship education. According to the expe-
riences of LbD, co-operative authentic actions between lear-
ners, working life experts and sometimes users, who can be 
invited to participate, makes it possible to achieve new com-
petences as new ways of action. Based on our experiences at 
Laurea, applying LbD in business education has led both to 
the development of start-ups (student enterprises (n=18) and 
invention reports (n=8) in 2012), and to find a job in a compa-
ny after graduation (Laurea statistics 2012).
Learning the process of discovery and self-sufficiency (Arda-
lan 2008) is evident in the LbD action model, which is in line 
with the goals of active citizenship. Based on them, LbD, 
which is built on partnership in entrepreneurship educa-
tion, offers the possibility of playing a part in the decisions 
and processes that affect an individual and a communi-
ty. Sharing experiences and conceptions with other stu-
dents and teachers, entrepreneurs and other stakeholders 
are meant to facilitate making a positive difference. In this 
way, real dialectics with different opinions, conceptions, as 
well as activities are tested and the situational truths are dis-
covered. Students seem to be able to take action individually 
and collectively as the students’ strengths, identified ‘as ear-
ly experiences of personal responsibility for results and duty 
to colleagues and early experiences of having people relying 
on you and experiences with equality’ (Vyakarnam & al 2009) 
show. The LbD way of learning has a real-life connection that 
opens school doors and invites everyone ’to be involved in 
building an entrepreneurial society’. 
The key questions are directed to teacher education. How 
can teachers become more entrepreneurial even though they 
are used to seeing entrepreneurship education as a topic that 
concerns only business-related subject matters? To be suc-
cessful, entrepreneurship should be seen as a mind-set and 
a process in all the studies and subject matters. Creating ‘an 
entrepreneurial school’ is a challenge, but it could respond to 
the argument that entrepreneurial competence can provide 
benefits to society, even beyond their application to business 
activity (EDUC 27). It should be taken into careful considera-
tion when developing entrepreneurship education on all the 
school levels as the Finnish development plan also emphasi-
ses (Ministry of Education and Culture 2012). The graduates 
should be able ‘to think in new ways, and have the courage 
to meet and adapt to the challenges facing them’ (EURACE 
2012) as it is in the LbD- based entrepreneurship education. 
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Learning by Developing action model book aims to describe the LbD mod-
el as a pedagogical development process at Laurea University of Applied 
Sciences. It is made up of different, independent peer reviewed articles, 
which look at LbD from different perspectives.
The articles direct you to the identification of the LbD action model, its phil-
osophical bases and knowledge type that is convenient for applied research 
work. Furthermore, the articles show that the decision of recognizing LbD 
as Laurea’s main strategy led to the development of leadership that enables 
the further development of LbD and its implementation in all Laurea’s focus 
areas. Some of the articles, in turn, give examples of how to apply LbD in 
carrying out different research and development  projects and an example of 
how LbD enables career planning.
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